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CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate June 9, 1909.
ASSBISTANT ATTORNEY-(GGENERAL,

William R. Harr to be Assistant Attorney-General.
CoNsUL.

Gebhard Willrich to be consul at Quebee, Canada,
PROMOTION IN THE ARMY,
JUDGE-ADVOCATE-GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT,

Capt. Milton F. Davis to be judge-advocate with the rank of
major.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade)
in the navy:

Cleon W. Mauldin,

Chester L. Hand,

Aubrey K. Shoup, and

John J. MeCracken.

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-
tenants in the navy:

Cleon W. Mauldin,

Chester L. Hand,

Aubrey K. Shoup, and

John J. MeCracken.

Passed Asst. Surg. Richard B. Williams to be a surgeon in
the navy.

First Lieut. Albert N. Brunzell to be a captain in the Marine
Corps.

Secoml Lieut. Paul A. Capron to be a first lieutenant in the
Marine Corps.

'l‘he following-named machinists to be chief machinists in the
navy

Gharles H. Hosung,

Adam Gibson,

Charles G. Nelson,

Fred J. Korte,

Clarence M. Wingate,

Jannis V. Jacobsen,

George W. Johson, and

Francis J. McAllister.

Carpenter Charles E. Richardson to be a chief carpenter in

the navy.
POSTMASTERS.

COLORADO.
Charles W. White, at Julesburg, Colo.
ILLINOIS.

Jennie M. De Roo, at Fort Sheridan, Ill,
M. M. Hitcheock, at Berwyn, 11l

James P. Jack, at Newton, Il

William W. Lowry, at Auburn, IIL

I0WA.
Henry E. Westrope, at Corning, Iowa.
MAINE,
Fred W. Preble, at Bingham, Me.
MASSACHUSETTS,

Ralph W. Emerson, at Chelmsford, Mass.
NEW JERSEY.

Herbert C. Farrand, at Bloomfield, N. J.
NEW YORK.

Ivans Lewis Hubbard, at Bay Shore, N, Y.
Agnes M, Nolan, at Chateaugay, N. Y.

OKLAHOMA,

A. H., Holland, at Cushing, Okla.
William N. Walker, at Stillwater, Okla,
RHODE ISLAND.
William H. Barclay, at Pawtucket, R. L
WEST VIRGINIA.
Lancey W. Dragoo, at Smithfield, W. Va.
William J. Crutcher, at Holden, W. Va.

Mary Hateley, at Follansbee, W. Va.
Frederick Moore, at Belington, W, Va.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

SENATE.

TaUrsDAY, June 10, 1909.

The Senate met at 10.30 o'clock a. m,

Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D., of the city of Washington,
offered the following prayer:

O God, our heavenly Father, with whom do live all the
spirits of those who depart hence to labor with Thee, with ten-
der heart we halt and hesitate to acknowledge the mystery of
Thy providence. We know, alas, that in the midst of life we are
in death. Open our eyes also, our Father, that we may know
that in the midst of death we are in life.

For Thy servant whom Thou hast called to Thy higher labors
we thank Thee, who art the giver of every good and perfect
gift. Grant, we pray Thee, that his mantle of charity, of faith,
and of love may in some measure fall upon all of us, that here
and now in a measure we may walk like him with God. And
unto Thee shall be ascribed all the glory, in life and death, now .
and forever more. Amen.

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presenied a petition of the
Board of Trade of Wilmington, Del,, praying for the creation
of a department of public works for the purpose of considering
all work in connection with ereating, maintaining, and lighting of
the navigable waters of the country, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

Mr. SCOTT presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Wheel-
ing, W. Va., remonstrating against any increase of the duty on
print paper 'and wood pulp, as proposed in the so-called “ Payne

. tariff bill,” which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. ROOT presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Oswego,
N. Y., remonstrating against the imposition of a duty on tea in
bulk, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of New York,
praying for the retention of the duty on print paper and wood
pulp as contained in the Dingley tariff law, which were ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of New York,
praying that no change be made in the rate of duty imposed by
the House on print paper and wood pulp, which were ordered to
lie on the table.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of New York,
remonstrating against the inclusion in the pending tariff bill of
any duty on news print paper and wood pulp, which were or-
dered to lie on the table.

Mr. DEPEW presented petitions of sundry citizens of New
York, praying for the restoration of the duty on foreign oil pro-
duction, which were ordered to lie on the table. .

He also presented memorials of members of the New York
Times Chapel, of New York City; of members of the Quadri
Color Company of New York City ; of the employees of the Stere-
otype department of the New York World, of New York City;
of the members of the Evening Telegram Chapel, of New York
City; of the members of the American Press Association Stereo-
typers’ Chapel, of New York City; of the members of Harper &
Bros.” Chapel, of New York City; of the Stereotypers employed
by the New York Volks-Zeitung, of New York City; and of the
members of the German Herold Chapel, of New York City, re-
monstrating against the inclusion in the new tariff bill of any
duty on news print paper and wood pulp; which were ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of sundry phott}engr-‘tvers em-
ployed by the Quadri Color Compdny, of New York City, N. Y.,
remonstrating against the adoption of the duty reccmmonded
on post cards in the new tariff bill, which was ordered to lie
on the table.

Mr. BURNHAM presented a memorial of Local Union No. 30,
Pulp, Sulphite, and Paper Mill Workers, of Berlin, N. H., re-
monstrating against any reduction of the duty on print paper
and wood pulp as contained in the Dingley law, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. DU PONT presented a petition of the Board of Trade of
Wilmington, Del., praying for the creation of a department of
public works, which was referred to the Committee on Com-
meree,

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SCOTT:

A bill (8. 2564) for the relief of the trustees of the Baptist
Church of Beckley, W. Va.; to the Committee on Claims.
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By Mr. PAGE: Page Stephenson
A bill (8. 2565) granting an increase of pension to George M. “Eﬁ"“""*m e R S ana
Lanpher (with the accompanying papers); to the Committee Martin Perkins Tallaferro
on Pensions. J’ohnsoa, 8. Dak, Money Piles Taylor
By Mr. MCENERY : Jones '™ Newlands Scote Warren
A bill (S. 2566) for the relief of Jean Marfe Heriard; Kean liver Simmons Wetmore
A bill (8. 2567) for the relief of Edward Haskinson; La Follette ‘Overman t

A bill (8. 2568) for the relief of Mrs. Martha B. Ktug;
A bill (8. 2569) for the relief of W. G. Wheeler;
A bill (8. 2570) for the relief of Washington West;
- A bill (8. 2571) for the relief of Mrs. Katherine Smith;
A bill (8. 25’:'2) for the relief of heirs or estate of Mrs. E. J.

Penny,

A bill (8.
deceased ;

A bill (8. 2574) for the relief of heirs or estates of R. J.
Packer and Mrs. R. V. Packer, deceased;

A bill (8. 2575) for the relief of heirs or estate of Mre, Mary
A, Meredith, deceased;

A bill (S. 2576) for the relief of heirs or estate of Charles
Jolivet, deceased ;

A bill (8. 2577) for the relief of Turner Merritt;

A bill (8. 2578) for the relief of Louis P, Turner;

A bill (8. 2579) for the relief of heirs or estate of George W.
Hackett, deceased;

A bill (8. 2580) "for the relief of heirs or estate of Henry J.
Heard, deceased ;

A bill (8. .‘2581) for the relief of heirs or estate of Patrick
McCormack, deceased ;

A bill (8. 2582) for the relief of heirs or estate of George
Sallinger, deceased ;

A bill (8. 2583) for the relief of heirs or estate of Edward
Sigur, deceased;

A bill (8. 2584) for the relief of heirs or estates of Henry
Vedrines and Alexis Hebert, deceased;

A bill (8. 2585) for the relief of Julien Semere;

A bill (8. 2586) for the relief of Evelyn Clark;

A bill (8. 2587) for the relief of heirs or estate of William
Burgess, deceased ;

A bill (8. 2588) for the relief of heirs or estate of Isaac
Bloom, deceased ;

A Dill (8. 2589) for the relief of James Goodwin;

A bill (8. 2590) for the relief of E. A, Givens;

A bill (8. 2501) for the relief of heirs of Thomas J. Hick-
man, deceased :

A bill (8. 2592) for the relief of heirs or estate of Jacob
Israel, decensed;

A bill (8. 2503) for the relief of heirs or estate of Henrietta
Bauers, deceased ;

A Dbill (8. 2594) for the relief of heirs or estate of H. T.
Burges, deceased; and

A bill (8. 2595) for the relief of the heirs or estate of Louis
Vuagnat, deceased; to the Committee on Claims,

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF BILL.

Mr. JONES submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equal-
ize duties, and encourage the industries of the United States,
and for other purposes, which was referred to the Committee
on Finance and ordered to be printed.

THE TARIFF.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The morning business is
closed, and the first bill on the calendar will be proceeded with.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
slderation of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The pending question is on
the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dor-

5’?3) for the relief of heirs or estate of H. Pierce,

LIVER].
Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a

orum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will eall the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Aldrich Bulkeley Crawford Dixon
Bacon Burkett Cullom Dolliver
Beveridge Burnham Cummins Fletcher
Borah Burrows Curtis Flint
Brandegee Burton Davis Foster
Briggs Chamberlain Depew Frazier
Bristow Clark, Wyo. Dick e
Brown . Clay Dillingham G r

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. My colleague [Mr. BANEHEAD]
is unavoidably absent to-day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-seven Senators have
answered to their names. There is a gquorum present.

PORT OF SCRBANTON, MISS.

Mr. MONEY. Mr. President, according to the unanimous-
consent agreement we can do no legislative business except the
census bill and the tariff bill, but I have a bill that will take
about a minute to dispose of which it is absolutely essential
should have immediate consideration. It will not take five
minutes. It is Senate bill 2493, simply proposing to make the
port of Scranton a port of entry. It has been so considered for
many years. There are about 300 vessels clearing there every
vear, and now by a ruling of the Secretary of the Treasury,
made the other day, upon application for a ruling from shippers
abroad—in Philadelphia and Baltimore, I will say, to be
specific—he has ruled that it is simply a port of delivery, and
he requests that this bill be passed. It has been reported by
the Committee on Commerce. The ruling works a great hard-
ship, because vessels wishing to deliver at that port will have to
sail 35 miles and pay double pilotage and it will cause loss of time
and a general dislocation of business.

I hope the Senate will permit the bill fo pass. There will be
no debate about it whatever. ]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi
asks unanimous consent for the present consideratien of a bill
which will be read for information.

The bill (8. 2493) to make Scranton, in the State of Missis-
sippi, a subport of entry, and for other purposes, was read, and
there being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to its consideration. It provides that Seran-
ton, in the State of Mississippi, is hereby made a subport of
entry in the district of Pearl River, and the necessary customs
officers may, in the discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury,
be stationed at said subport with authority to enter and clear
vessels, receive duties, fees, and other moneys, and perform such
other service as, in his judgment, the interest of commerce may
require, and said officers shall receive such compensation as he
may allow.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. . 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will report
the pending amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
DOLLIVER].

The SEcRETARY. On page 129, beginning in line 25, it is pro-
posed to strike out paragraph 373, and in lieu thereof to insert
the following:

373. On yarms mde

than 40 cents

therein ; vnluedpef: more {han
on the 'wool contaim

foregoing, 33 per eent ad vnl.orem.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to state briefly
that this amendment is intended to modify the historic scheme
of compensatory duties which have appeared in our wool and
woolen schedule now for forty-two years, by making the com-
pensatory assessment not upon the weight of the yarn, but upon
the weight of the wool contents of the yarn.

Many of these yarns are made very cheap by the admixture
of various forms of low-grade cotton and cotton wastes. I
hold it to be unjust and unreasonable and resulting in excessive
assessments of duty to make the compensatory rate applicable
to the entire weight of the merchandise, when the real com-
pensation should be based upon the contents of the merchandise,
our competing product having been raised in price by reason
of our duties upon wool.

‘Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator a
guestion. The Senator knows, of course, that, with one excep-
tion, in all our tariff laws in the past the tariff has applied

or in part of wool, valued at not more
cents per pound on the wool contalned
40 cents per d, 383 cents per

addition thereto, on the
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alike, whether an article was of wool or part wool. That is
intended to prevent fraud and difficulty in collecting duties.

In my judgment, if they come in, being called “wool,” they
should pay as much tariff as if they were all wool. As I said,
in something like twenty tariff laws that has always been
thought necessary, except in one act, where it applied to an
article whose chief value was of wool. In all the others it
has applied where wool has been a component part, whether
1 per cent or 99 per cent. I do not care to see the bar raised
to let in articles that may be 1 per cent or 10 per cent wool
at such differentials as the amendment proposes. A lot of
substitutes let in in that way should all come in at the value
they would come in at if all wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, the Senator from Wyoming
is in error in supposing that these goods are sneaked in under
the pretense of being wool, On the contrary, there is no con-
cealment or uncertainty about the material of which they are
made. When we-come to the law referring to cloths the statute
expressly in one paragraph covers goods in which the entire
warp is made of cotton or other vegetable fiber.

Mr. WARREN. It states what it shall be—cotton warp and
wool filling.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The statute covers only goods that are of
that character, and describes them. So the Senator is in error
in supposing that these goods are sneaked in containing vege-
table fiber unknown to anybody for the purpose of destroying
the efficiency of the wool tariff.

I simply desire to say that it is not only perfectly reasonable
that this tariff should be assessed upon the wool, but when I
come to the next amendment which I propose to offer I shall
show that it is perfectly feasible in the present state of our
administrative system.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the vote be taken by yeas and
nays. )

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, one moment, please. It is diffi-
cult for us to understand the exact effect of this amendment.
It has not been printed, and we have only heard it read. I
understand, though, from the general tenor of the remarks of
the Senator from Iowa that the effect of it will be to reduce
the duty.

Mr, DOLLIVER. Substantially.

Mr. BACON. In this connection I desire to state, not only
with reference to this amendment, but to others which will
doubtless be offered by the Senator from Iowa, and possibly
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForrerTe], that I do
not wish to be misunderstood in giving my vote for them. In
common with others on this side of the Chamber, who, I pre-
sume, agree with me, I shall vote for these amendments, not
because they put the duties where I or my colleagues think
they ought to be. I think they will still be too high. I shall
vote for them simply because they reduce the duties.

There is another thing I wish to say. I do not myself ap-
prove of the plan of specific duties in this schedule, and in
voting for the specific duties which are contained in this amend-
ment, and will be contained in others which will be offered, I
do not wish to be understood as approving specific duties. My
vote is cast for them solely upon the ground that, according to
my understanding of these amendments, they will reduce the
rates of duty from those proposed in the bill. While they are
not of the character which we prefer, and do not reduce the
duties to the point which we regard as sufficiently low, we sup-
port them simply because they are an improvement, in our
judgment, upon the provisions of the pending measure,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this amendment the
Senator from Rhode Island demands the yeas and nays.

. The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. TirLMaN], who is absent. I transfer my pair to the senior
Senator from Montana [Mr. CArTER] and I vote “nay.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (when Mr. FRYE'S name was
called). The junior Senator from Maine is paired with the
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. DaNierL]. The Senator from
Virginia is detained at his house by illness, I will announce
this pair for the day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (when Mr. HALE'S name was
called). My colleague [Mr. Hare] is detained at his home by
illness. He is paired, I think, with the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr., BANKHEAD].

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. McLAURIN. I understand that the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Nixon] is paired with the Senator from Alabama

[Mr., BaAxgHEAD]. On this vote I am paired with the senior
Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE.] .

Mr. BAILEY (after having voted in the affirmative). I
desire to inquire if the Senator from West Virginia [MTr.
Erxins] has voted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
he has not.

Mr. BAILEY. I, then, desire to withdraw my vote, as I have
a general pair with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
Erkins]. I make that announcement for the day.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I am paired with the junior
Senator from Delaware [Mr. RicHagpsoN], who is absent. If
he were present, I should vote “yea.” I will not make the
announcement again to-day.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am paired with the junior Senator
from Nevada [Mr. Nixox], and therefore I will withhold my
vote.

The result was announced—yeas 31, nays 43, as follows:

The Chair is informed that

YEAS—31.
Bacon Culberson Hughes Paynter
Beveridge Cummins Johnston, Ala, Rayner
Bristow Dayvis La Follette SBimmons
Brown Dolliver Martin Smith, Md.
Burkett Fletcher Money tone
Chamberlain Foster Nelson Tallaferro
Clapp Frazler Newlands Taylor
Clay Gore Overman

NAYS—43.
Aldrich Crane Guggenheim Piles
Borah Crawford eyburn Root
Bourne Cullom Johnson, N. Dak. BSecott
Bradley gurtls }(egn Smit}.‘? Mich.
Brandegee epew wodge Smoo
Briggs . Dick Mccﬁlmher Stephenson
Bulkeley Dillingham McEnery Sutherland
Burnham Dixon Oliver Warner
Burrows Flint age Warren
Burton Gallinger Penrose Wetmore
Clark, Wyo. Gamble Perkins

NOT VOTING—1T.

Balle, du Pont McLaurin Smith, 8. C.
Bankhead Elkins Nixon Tillman
Carter Frye Owen
Clarke, Ark. Hale Richardson
Daniel Jones Shively

So Mr. Dorriver's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is on agreeing
to the paragraph as amended.

The paragraph as amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
next paragraph passed over.

The SECRETARY. The next paragraph passed over is para-
graph 374, on cloths, knit fabrics, and all manufactures of
every description, and so forth.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to offer a substi-
tute for paragraph 374.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed
by the Senator from Iowa will be stated.

The SecreTarY. In lieu of paragraph 374, it is proposed to
insert : 3

374. Cloths, knit fabrics, women's and children’s dress goods, coat
linings, Italian cloths, bunting and goods of similar character or de-
seription, and all manufactures made wholly or in part of wool, not
specially provided for in this section, valued at not more than 40 cents
per pouncR 33 cents per pound on the wool contained therein; valued
above 40 cents per und, 44 cents per und on the wool contained
therein ; and in addition thereto, on all the foregoing, 50 per cent ad
valorem : Provided, That all manufactures in part of wool not sPe-
cially provided for in this schedule, when composed in chief value of a
material other than wool, shall be subject to the rate at which the
same would be chargeable under this section if composed wholly of the
material thereof of chief value, and in addition thereto shall be subject
to a duty of 44 cents per pound on the wool contained therein,

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, a proposition very similar
to that embodied in the amendment which I have just sub-
mitted was'once debated in the Senate. It was offered, as the
Recorp will disclose the debate in reference to it, upon the 4th
of May, 1807. At that time it was occupying a single sentence,
My former colleague, the venerable Senator Allison, having the
bill in charge, said that there was no way in which such a pro-
vision ecould be administered. With that brief statement, and
without intimating his opinion as to intrinsic merits of such a
proposition, it was dismissed from the consideration of the Sen-
ate. I am glad to be able to state to the Senate that within

the last twelve years we have found how to administer a pro-
vision like that. We have expended large sums of money in
improving our methods at the appraisers’ stores under our ad-
ministrative customs law, and to-day it is perfectly feasible to
report with accuracy every fiber of wool contained in any kind
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of cloth by weight. There is no difficulty of any sort at our ana-
lytical bureaus. In the case of a mixed fabric composged of cot-
ton and woolen threads, a small sample of the cloth is unraveled,
the cotton and woolen threads are weighed separately, and the
percentage of weight of each material so found is accordingly
applied to the entire cloth. Similar analyses are being made
daily in order to properly classify, or find the “ materials of
chief value,” in various mixed fabrics composed of wool, cotton,
gilk, and so forth. In cases where the wool and cotton are
mixed in the yarns, samples of the goods are sent to the labora-
tory of the appraisers’ office for chemical analyses, where, T am
advised, the chemist finds no difficulty whatever in ascertaining
the amounts of wool or cotton or other vegetable fiber con-
tained therein.

In examining the testimony taken before the Committee on
Ways and Means, I find that Mr. W. A. Graham Clark, the tex-
tile expert of the Bureau of Manufactures, stated as follows
(p. 5723) :

The CHAIRMAN. Would it be possible at the custom-house (feasible
gvl; rp}rascotciﬁ::l;le) to ascertain the welght of the wool In those cotton-

er. CLARE. Yes, gir; very easily. Take a plece of cloth that is
made of cotton and worsted, say cotton warp and worsted weft: you
would soak it in 5 per cent solution of sulphurie acid or oll of vitriol.
As the water Is driven off the acid attacks the cotton and leaves the
wool. 1If you will look at it you will then see the cotton warp showing
where the vegetable cellulose has been changed to a friable hydro-cellu-

lose, Shake It and this drops to powder, leaving you only the ends of
wool weft.

The CHAIRMAN. That is a comparatively simple process and can be
done exactly
i rLtIr. CrarRg. Exactly. Welgh the sample before and welgh what is
eft.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it practicable to fix a rate of duty per pound on
the wool contained in those goods?

Mr. CLARK. Yes, sir.

In the Recorp of May 4, page 1718, it will be seen that Mr.
8. 8. Dale, a qualified expert in the woolen business, testified
that “ it is very easy to distinguish wool from vegetable materials,
and if the proposed amendments to Schedule K were adopted, it
would go far toward correcting the inequality resulting from the
8 or 4 to 1 ratios.”

It is therefore apparent that the proposed method of assess-
ing the wool compensatory duties upon the wool actually con-
tained in mixed goods, made only ‘“in part of wool,” is feasible
and practicable, and I firmly believe no good reason can possibly
be advanced fo maintain the present antiquated and manifestly
unfair method of applying these high “compensatory wool
rates” upon vegetable materials. Nor is this proposed plan of
fixing the wool duty on “ the wool contained” in the goods a
new scheme, for the same idea is carried out in many of the
provisions of our tariff; for example, the new Senate amend-
ment on zinc provides various rates per pound, according to the
“zine contained in the ore.”

Paragraph 171 provides a duty on antimony ore of “1 cent per
pound on the antimony contents therein contained.”

Paragraph 179 provides on * Lead-bearing ore of all kinds, 1}
cents per pound on the lead contained therein.”

Similar provisions are found in many places in our tariff,
and I hardly think that even the most biased of those who are
interested in retaining the present cumbersome, confusing, and
deceptive arrangement of duties on woolen-cotton mixed goods
can fairly claim that the proposed method of simply apply-
ing the wool duty to the wool contents of imported merchandise
would be as difficult for appraising officers as it is for them to
properly classify and appraise various other lines of importa-
tions under the complex and confusing classifications of the
tariff schedules. Take, for example, the variety of things an
examiner or appraiser of silk goods must ascertain in order to
properly classify and appraise such goods under the Senate
bill's new silk schedule. He must find out whether the goods
are “in the gum" or “ ungummed,” also ‘“the per cent in
weight of silk” and the “number of single threads per square
inch,” and “in ascertaining the number of single-warp threads
to the inch, double-warp threads shall be counted as two single
threads, and so on.”

And in the case of cotton goods, as previously shown, the
examiner of such goods must find the count of threads per
square inch, counting not only the ordinary warp and filling
threads, but under that very remarkable new provision in the
Senate bill amendment to the cotton schedule, “if the cloth
contains other than the ordinary warp and filling threads
superimposed to form a figure, whether clipped or unclipped,”
such extra threads must also be counted., notwithstanding the
courts have held it impracticable to so count them. The
“ weight per square yard" must also be determined in fixing
the proper rate of the duty, and the bewildered examiner must

Valued at $1 per .Pmmd' containing all wool :

also send a sample of the goods to the analytical bureau to
ascertain whether any thread or threads in the fabric have
been mercerized “ or subjected to a similar process;” then he
must find the exact value, whether the market value, for
instance, is 12 or 123 cents per square yard, for this difference
of one-half cent, or a difference of one quarter of a cent, over
or below any of the proposed dividing lines makes quite a
difference in the duty.

So it goes throughout these textile schedules, the examiners
or appraising officers being obliged to ascertain this multitude
of bewildering details in order to properly classify and ap-
praise the goods; such as the “ number of leas” in linen thread;
the number of “ points or spaces” in Nottingham lace curtains,
pillow shams, and so forth; the number of * picks"” and the
“length of pile” in plushes and velvets.

In comparison with all these specifications and details in the
various schedules of onr tariff the amendments I have pro-
posed are models of simplicity and fairness,

In order to facilitate the appraisement of woolen goods and
articles containing an admixture of wool, and also to minimize
any opportunity to defraud the Government of the proper duties
under the proposed method of levying duties, I also propose a
new provision making it obligatory on the part of the foreign
exporter of such goods to specify in detail, in his consulated
invoice, the correct weight of the wool contained in each article
embraced in said invoice, and that the weights so specified
shall be binding in the ascertainment of duty upon importation
into our country, except in cases where the appraising officers
find such weights underestimated. And if the weights are not
so stated on the invoices, the weights fixed by the appraising
officers shall stand as the correct weights.

The proposed rates on woolen and worsted cloths would oper-
ate as follows:

Cents.
Valued at 30 cents per pound, containing 33 per
cent wool :
33 per cent of 33 cents 11
50 per cent of 30 cents 15

= 87T per cen
Present duties on similar cloth valued at 30 cents o e
per pound :
1 pound at 33 cents
30 cents at 50 per cent ==

33
15

48 ==160 per cent,
Valued at 42 cents per pound, containing 45 per 25
cent of wool :
45 per cent of 44 cents
42 cents at 50 per cent

40. B= 9J per cent.

Present duay on similar cloth valued at 42 cents
per pound :

1 pound at 44 cents___
42 cents at 50 per cent

44
21

63 ==14T per cent.
Valued at 52 cents per pound, containing 55 per B
cent of wool :
556 per cent of 44 cents
52 cents at 50 per cent

24
26

50 == 96 per cent.,

Present duty on similar cloth valued at G52 cents
per pound :

l-poundat dd eents. . oon oo

82 centsat 60 per cento e e

70 =134 per cent.
Valued at 62 cents per pound, containing 65 per
cent of wool :
60 per cent of 44 cent®m e ___ 28.6
62 cents at 50 per cent

59, 6= 96 per cent,

Present duty on similar cloth valued at 62 cents
per pound :

1ponndat 4t cents. - - - ______l

G2 cents at 50 per cent

75 =120 per cent,

Valued at 75 cents per pound, containing 80 per
cent of wool :

o per cent of A4 SN o

5 cents at 5O pereent______ . . . ______

72. 7= 96 per cent.
Present duty on similar cloth wvalued at 75 cents
per pound :
lpound at4d cente_______________________. 44
75 cents at G5 per cent -41.2

"85, 2=115 per cent.

1 pound at 44 cente - -
$1 at 50 per cent

"94 = 94 per cent.
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Cents.
Present duty on similar cloth valued at §$1
pound, auiywool 2 81 poe

44. cents

1p at 44
$1 at 55 per cent

55
899 = 99 per cent.

Mr. President, I have added to my amendment a little proviso
intended to deliver the woolen schedule from the scandals and
absurdities which have crept into it during the last forty-two
years. I spoke not very long ago of a case where a cotton
blanket, with a woolen fringe or cord about the end to prevent
unraveling, had been eclasszified as a woolen blanket and assessed
at the full wool duty of 22 cents a pound and 30 per cent ad
valorem because it was in part of wool. The Senator from
Rhode Island [{Mr. Arpricu] and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Swmoor] arose at the same time to say that such a thing was
impossible and that such a blanket could not be made. Are
they still of that opinion?

Mr., SMOOT. Mr, President, as a manufacturer of woolen
goods, I will state that it is sometimes possible te put a cotton
selyedge npon a woolen cloth, but I never yet have seen in this
country or in any other country or heard of any such thing as
putting a woolen selvedge upon a cotton cloth, because I ean
not conceive how it could be gigged. I ean not conceive how it
could be finished. The shrinkage in wool is different from that
girrgottgg, and the gigging of it would simply cut the selvage en-

¥ -

Mr. DOLLIVER. If the Senator from Utah had listened eare-
fully to what I said some weeks ago, and to what I have just
said, he would not have introduced the word “selvedge” into
this controversy, because I spoke of a woolen fringe; and I have
seen that term used in reference to an article of woolen manu-
facture in a decision of the appraisers’ office in New Yorik.

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I want to say that I have seen
a great many blankets in my life, but I never saw a blanket
fringed ; and if fringe was ever put upon a blanket, it was put
there for no other purpose on earth than to deceive. I have
gseen fringes upon shawls, but I have never seen fringe upon
a blanket.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have, of course, seen a good many blan-
kets, without giving very much attention to them; and I have
read a good many Treasury decisions in the last few weeks,
giving them the attention that they appeared to deserve. I
read one of the reports called “ General Appraiser’s Decisions,”
on page 4313, wherein the blanket is described as a cotton
blanket, the body of which is composed of cotton, the ends being
whipped with colored threads of wool. So it seems that such
a blanket can be made. I know of nothing to prevent the sew-
ing of woolen fringe on any colored cotton blanket or other
article, or any good reason why our tariff should be so framed
that the wool duties must be applicable to all articles, no matter
what they are composed of, if they happen to contain a small
percentage of wool.

Alr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. The whipping of the ends of a blanket is not,
certainly, a fringe. The Senator was unhappy in the use of the
word, and I think, when he comes fo think the matter over,
he will certainly admit that the whipping of an end of a
blanket is not a fringe.

Mr. DOLLIVER. When I find a thing attached to the edge
of something I eall it a fringe, and I do not intend to parley
with my friend about the propriety of the language.

The Senator from Rhode Island resented my statement that
rubber boots, if imported, would be classified as wearing ap-
parel of wool if they were lined with wool. Does he still @is-
pute the accuracy of that statement?

Mr. ALDRICH. I will not interrupt the Senator now.
can go on with the discussion.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And yet they would be so classified, and
if anybody would be so foolish as to import them, knowing
that that rate would be assessed upon them—for rubber boots
are not especially provided for in the tariff—and if any part of
wool they would be classified as wearing apparel in part of
wool at 44 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad valorem. I
think I know that by a careful perusal of the Treasury de-
cisions, because in Treasury decision 17511 slippers of vege-
table fiber and part wool were held to be dutiable as wearing
apparel in part wool at 44 cents per pound and 60 per cent
ad valorem.

In another case shoes made out of rawhide, with a little
comforting fringe of wool around the tops of them, were clas-
gified as woolen wearing apparel.

He

In one case corn plasters—and I should like the attention of
everybody to this, because it seems to have reached the limit of
absurdity—corn plasters, those little things that you put be-
tween your toes on the advice of a corn doctor, were held duti-
able under the provisions covering wearing apparel in part of
wool by Treasury decision 12665. Do you think a corn plaster
ought to be classified under the tariff laws of a modern nation
as wearing apparel? [Laughter.]

Yon have seen those good old mottoes that our mothers used
to make with woolen yarn on eardboard, “ Welcome "—and there
never was a hospitality in this world more beautiful than that
which lay behind those quaint old cardboards—and “ God bless
our home "—even those, when they come to the custom-house,
if they should, by this Treasury decision are assessed up to 33
cents a pound and 50 per cent ad valorem, because they are
cloth “in part of wool.”

Mr. GALLINGER. I will ask the Senator if he knows of an
instance where those mottoes have been imported?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I reckon they have. I can tell you what
happened to them, because I find in general appraisers’ decision
5039 that exact decision made in reference to mottoes.

Mr. GALLINGER. There was probably but one such case,

Mr. DOLLIVER. In another case “ mercerized cotton cloth;
all cotton, except for some polka dots of goat hair which were
glued upon the fabric, was held to be dutiable as cloth in part
of wool at 44 cents per pound and 55 per cent ad valorem " be-
cause of the goat-hair polka dots, The same cloth without these
goat-hair dots would have pald but 40 per cent ad valorem
under the cotton schedule.

Mr. WARREN. Does the BSenator think that if a poker
%mne is indulged in with camel’s hair the hair should come in

ree?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I hope the Senator will not introduce mys-
ter!:(lms figures of speech with which I am not familiar. [Laugh-
ter.

Mr, WARREN. I only thought the Senator was groping
about for light on certain subjects.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Now what did the appraisers say about
this polka-dot proposition?

Mr, WARREN. They probably said they would raise the
lmit. [Laughter.]

Mr. DOLLIVER. Now, let me tell you just what they did
about it. They raised the limit from the duty provided in the
cotton schedule, where the goods belonged, or rather, as a
famous woman, once the wife of a foreign minister in this
capital used to say, ‘“ Now, seeing that we are gentlemen, let
us remove the limit. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. How did the game go on?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am going to tell you.

lost out.
Mr. WARREN. As they ought to.
‘Mr DOLLIVER No; I will tell you what the Board of Gen-

eral Appraisers in this case said. They said:

The suggestion that the construction leads to the imposition of a
dut{ which is exorbitant in amount and prohibitory In results Is one
that is more properly addressed to the Congress.

And that gave me the idea that I ought to present it here.
Possibly I was mistaken. Maybe the appraisers did not know
into what a state Congress had come; maybe they did not
have it in their minds that Congress could get into such
shape that everything is framed in solid framework in advance,
not to be disturbed by any suggestion from any quarter. I am
afraid there will be a good many heartburnings when this
comedy is over. I do mat want fo be around near the seat of
my honored friend from Delaware [Mr. pv Poxt] when his
potatoes, with tears in their eyes, going out of the bill, meet
the stockings of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, PENROSE]
coming in. [Laughter.]

I believe the Board of Appraisers were right, and that the
time has come to wipe out these absurd provisions of our tariff.
When I suggested striking a similar provision for “in part"™
from the metal schedule the other day, I again incurred the
displeasure of the Senator from Rhode Island, who stated that
it had been in our tariff so long it ought to remain there, and
that if it were not for that provision some wicked fmporter
might succeed in bringing in fishhooks with feather flies as
feathers, or sieves or something else in part of metal, at the
rates they should come in under according to the material of
which they were chiefly made. The truth is, these ancient
“ eatch-all " provisions for “ in part of ” deserve to be denounced
as the most vicious and unequal tariff provisions ever devised,
and no matter what they were originally worked into our tariffs
for, they should no longer remain, Their only purpose now is

The polka dots
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to serve for excuses to classify any articles “in part of metal,”
or “in part of wool,” and so forth, at rates of duty higher than
the Congress intends to put upon them. In all cases where two
or more rates are applicable the higher rate must be applied;
and no matter how absurd or unreasonable the classification
and rate so fixed, if a merchant succeeds in getting a fair
ruling from the Board of General Appraisers, or the courts over-
ruling these ridiculous classifications, there seem to be some who
will still claim that the courts are in the wrong in making
a sensible decision, and that the merchants are *committing
frauds” upon the Government In thus trying to protect their

rights. It seems to be for this reason that an attempt is to

be made to create a new customs court of appeals, to take these
cases from the federal courts,

And so, Mr. President, I have in the amendment asked {le
Senate to make this compensatory duty, which is intended to
reimburse the domestic manufacturers for the extra price they
are compelled to pay for their wool by reason of the wool tariff,
assessable only on the wool in the goods. I want the assess-
ment of these articles made, not on the weight of the article,
which may contain many things beside wool, but upon the
weight of the wool contained in the article; and then I add a
proviso, applicable to the wool schedule, that when things come
in they shall be assessed according to what they are, and if
they have wool in them that the assessment shall be made on
that wool upon the basis of the wool contents which they ex-
hibit., That is all I desire to say.

Mr., ALDRICH. I ask that the vote on the amendment be
taken by yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). Owing to
my general pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. Trniman], I withhold my vote. :

Mr, GUGGENHEIM (when his name was called). I am
paired with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER],
who is detained from the Senate Chamber, and therefore with-
liold my vote.

Mr, JONES (when his name was called). On the preceding
vote, as well as on all the other votes of the day, I am paired
with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmitH].

Mr. McLAURIN (when his name was called). On this vote
I am paired with the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. Hark].
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen],
and vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. ALDRICH (when Mr. WETMORE'S name was called).
My colleague [Mr. WerMmoRe] is temporarily detained from the
Chamber. He is paired on this vote with the junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Smivery]. My colleague, if present, would
vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am paired with the junior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. NixoN]. I make this announcement for the rest
of the day.

Mr. SCOTT. My colleague [Mr. ELkins] is unavoidably de-
tained from the Chamber. He is paired with the junior Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. Bamey]. I make this announcement

“now without having to repeat it during the day.

Mr. DILEINGHAM. I transfer my pair with the senior
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TiLimAN] to the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. SmitH], and vote. I vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 30, nays 42, as follows:

YEAS—30.
Bacon Culberson Hughes Rayner
Beveridge Cummins Johnston, Ala., Simmons
Bristow Davis La Follette Bmith, Md.
Brown Dolliver MeLaurin Stone
Burkett Flétcher Martin Taliaferro
Chamberlain Foster Money Taylor
Clapp Frazier Nelson
Clay Gore Overman

NAYS—42.
Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Gallinger Perkins
Borah rane amble Piles
Bourne Crawford Heyburn Root
Bradley Cullom Johnson, N. Dak. Beott
Brandegee Curtis Kean Smoot
Bri Depew Lodge Stephenson
Bulkeley Dick MeCumber Sutherland
Burnham Dillingham McEnery Warner
Burrows Dixon Oliver Warren
Burton du Pont Page
Carter Flint Penrose

NOT VOTING—19. =

Balle: Frye Nixon Smith, Mich,
Bankhead Gufgenheim Owen Smith, 8. C.
Clarke, Ark. Hale Paynter Tillman
Daniel Jones Richardson Wetmore
Elkins Newlands Shively

So Mr. DorLriver's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paragraph will be
agreed to——

Mr. ALDRICH. Let the paragraph be agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to offer a substitute for it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa
offers an amendment, which will be stated.

The SECRETARY. As a substitute for paragraph 874 it is pro-
posed to insert the following:

374. Woolen or worsted cloths, woolen or worsted shawls, and all
manufactures of every description made wholly or in part of wool,
worsted, the hair of the goat, alpaca, or other animals noé:ee?ecia]l
enumerated or provided for In this act, valued at not ex Ing 4
cents ger Foun , 35 cents per pound, and In addition thereto 35 r
cent ad valorem ; valued at above 40 cents per pound and not exceeding
G0 cents per %ou.nd. 35 cents per pound and 40 per cent ad valorem;
valued above 60 cents per pound, 45 cents per pound, and in addition
thereto 40 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I offer a substitute for this
paragraph, because it has, among other things, the sacredness of
age and the marks of authority. It was the paragraph prepared
by the Senate Finance Committee in 1888, a short time prior to
the enactment of the McKinley law, by the honored Senator
from Rhode Island and my former colleague, the venerable
Senator Allison. It was reported by the committee after ex-
haustive investigation. It was presented to the Senate in an
admirable report which bears the name of the Senator from
Rhode Island and commanded every Republican vote in this
body. It is materially below the level of the rates now pro-
posed, and yet not very much. I offer it in the vain hope that
those who respect antiquity and are prone to follow authority
will not find it in violation of their sense of duty to vote for
an amendment which two years before the McKinley bill was
enacted commanded the support of every Republican in the
Senate of the United States.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, this paragraph which has

been presented, was, I think, a part of the bill of 1888, but it is
an entirely different scheme, It is a different scheme as to
wools and a different scheme as to woolens. It has no place
here. ;
Mr. DOLLIVER. The Senator is in error in supposing that
the scheme is different in any way. It is the scheme of the
McKinley bill, and the McKinley bill was the scheme of 1888,
because the only thing that the Ways and Means Committee did
was to take the great bill prepared by the Senator from Rhode
Island and make a few immaterial amendments to it

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I ask that the amendment be
again reported.

The Secretary again read the amendment,

Mr. BACON. I should like to inquire of the Senator from
Jowa what is the proportion of reduction that he recognizes in
the proposed amendment?

Mr. DOLLIVER. If the Senator will read the bill, paragraph
874, he will see it says that where the value is not more than
40 cents per pound the duty shall be three times the duty im-
posed by this section on account of wools of the unwashed
class,

This makes a specific assesment of 35 cents per pound, and it
is a very substantial variation of that duty.

Mr. BACON. What is the conclusion the Senator reaches
about that as to the proportion, approximately ?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have a computation made here, which I
will insert in the Recorn. I have already passed it up.

Mr. ALDRICH. I repeat that this was perhaps the provision
in the bill of 1888. It was not the McKinley rates. When they
were offered here and became the law they were entirely differ-
ent from these and were upon a different scheme, The Senate
act, to which the Senator refers, had a different scheme as to
wools and woolens. This is taking out one part—a disjointed
piece—which is entirely unlike the present law.

Mr. WARREN, The Senator speaks of it as an act. It was
a bill.

Mr. ALDRICH. It was never enacted.

Mr. DOLLIVER. It was a bill drawn with such care and
such a wise regard to the Ameriecan publie that we fought that
campaign upon it under General Harrison's leadership. This
is not an isolated passage, and I will do that which lies within
the reach of any man to see what difference there is between
the scheme of the act of 1890 and the Senate amendment to the
Mills bill in 1888,

Mr. ALDRICH. The act reported in the House by Mr. Me-
Kinley did not incorporate these provisions at all. It incor-
porated provision of an entirely different character, so that
these suggestions, based upon lower rates on wool, were a part
of the scheme never adopted by the Senate, except as a sub-
stitute for the Mills bill.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The Senator from Rhode Island asks us
to go back to the McKinley bill, and I differ with him only in
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desiring to go back sixteen months further, and I took the
testimony of Mr, Dale to show that the sixteen months did not
make any difference in that industry which would make it im-
proper to go back to authentic information. I have been ac-
cused on this floor of wanting in honoring the memory of a
man who was once my colleague on this floor——

Mr. BACON. As the Senator from Iowa bases his conten-
tion for the support of this amendment upon the statement that
it is the sotindest Republican doctrine and that every Republican
ghould vote for if, it is proper that I should say a word some-
what along the line of what I have already said to the Senate.

In voting for this amendment, I do not do so because I think
that is the rate at which the duty should be assesged. I recog-
nize it as a Republican rate, not a rate in accordance with
Democratic views as to what the rates of tariff should be,

In other words, Mr. President, I shall support it because I
regard it as a less evil than the provision in the present bill
I recognize that there are gradations of evil in the protective
tariff as there are gradations of good in the revenue tariff. I
do not recognize gradations of good in the protective-tariff sys-
tem. In other words, I think it is bad and worse, and not better
and good. Therefore, I shall, in the exercise of the discretion
and judgment which I have as to which is the least oppressive
to the people, vote for the amendment of the Senator from
Jowa as the least of the two evils—not enly as to this amend-
ment, but I wish this statement to stand as to other amendments
of which he has given notice. But, speaking of all of them, as
an abstract proposition, I sheuld be opposed to them, and I
only vote for them because of their relation to the other: and
I think it proper that I should state that before his schedule
ghall have' been disposed of I propose to offer amendments,
which I have already offered, which shall express the rate of
duties which we think are proper rates of duty upon this
schedule.

Mr, STONE. Mr. President, in the timely declaration of the
Senator from Georgia, I think he might with entire propriety
have gone a step further and assumed that he was speaking for
his colleagues on this side.

Mr. BACON. I have had no opportunity to be put in a posi-
tion where I could assume to do so. I had a few moments
ago said I believed my position was shared by others en this
gide. I am glad to have the statement of the Senator from
Missouri to that effect.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. DOLLIVER. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary pro-
eeeded to call the roll.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). Again I
announce my pair with the senior Senator frem Seuth Carolina
[Mr. Trzmax]. If he were present, I should vote “ nay.”

Mr. McLAURIN (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Syara], and
therefore withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. T take occasion to transfer my general
pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN]

-to the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] for the entire
day. I will make no further announcement of it. I will vote.
I vote “nay.”

Mr. FLINT (after having voted in the negative). I find
that the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CurLBersox] has not
voted. I have a general pair with that Senator, and therefore
withdraw my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 30, nays 43, as follows :

YEAS—30.
Bacon Cummins Johnston, Ala. Raymner
Beveridge Davis La Follette Simmons
Bristow Dolliver Martin 8mith, Md.
Brown Fletcher Money Stone
Burkett Foster Nelson Taliaferro
Chamberlain Frazier Newlands Taylor
Clapp Gore Overman
Clay Hughes Paynter
NAYS—43. -

Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Gamble Penrose
Borah Crane Guggenhelm Perkins
Bourne Crawiford Heyburn Piles
Bradley Cullom Johnson, N. Dak. Root
]gr;mdegee g'urt!s Kean gcottt

rig cpew Loc%ge moo
Bulk;’e?ey D é}: McCumber Stephenson
Burnham Dillingham McEnery Sutherland
Burrows Dixon Nixon Warner
Burton du Pont Oliver Warren
Carter Page

NOT VOTING—18.

Baile; Elkins McLaurin Smith, 8, C.

Bankhead Flint Owen Tillman

C!nrke. Ark, Frye Richardson Wetmore
Culberson Hale Bhively

Daniel Jones Smith, Mich,

So Mr. Dorriver's amendment was rejected.

The paragraph was agreed to.

. ;'rtlﬁe SecreETARY. Paragraph 375, blankets, flannels, and so
orth.

Ml;; DOLLIVER. I desire to offer a substitute for the para-
grapi.

The Secrerary. In lieu of paragraph 375 it Is proposed to
insert the following:

375. Blankets and flannels for underwear, mmposed wholl or In
part of wool, valued at not more than 40 cen cen
per pound on the woel contalned therein, and in ndgu;on thereto 30 per
eent ad valorem ; valued at more than 40 cents and not more than 50

dpe pound, 33 cents per pound on the wool contained therein and
1:1 addition therefo 35 per cent ad valorem. Blankets composed wholl
cr in part of wool, valued at more than 50 cents per pound, 33 ceum
per pound on the "wool contained theretn and in addition thereto 40
per cent ad valorem. Flannels wholly or In pnrt of wool,
valued at above 50 cents dpe n » 8hall be classified and pay the
same dutles as women's an ren's dress goods.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr, DOLLIVER. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called), I am paired with
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr, Cm.nmox}, who is absent.
If he were present, I should vote “nay.’

Mr. JONES (when his name was ealled). I am paired with
the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr, Smrra]. If he
were present, I should vote *nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. NIXON (after having voted in the negative). I under-
stand that I am paired with the junior Senator from Alabama
[Mr. BankHEAD]. I withdraw my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 31, nays 43, as follows:

YEAS—31.
Bacon Cumminsg .Tohnut(;?mut. Owen
Beveridge vis La Foll Paynter
Bristow Dolliver McLaurin Rayner
Brown Fletcher Martin Simmons
Burkett Foster Money Smith
Chamberlain Frazier Nelson Taliaferro
Clapp Gore Newlands Taylor
Clay Hughes Overman

NAYS—43.
Aldrlich Clark, Wyo. Gamble Pl.‘rklns
Borah Crane Guggenheim Pil
Bourne Crawford Heyburn Iloot
Bradley Cullom Johnson, N. Dak. Beott
Brandegee Curtis Kean Smtth, Mich,
Bril Depew Lodge Smoot
Bulﬁes’ Dick MeCumber Stephenson
Burnham Di lllngham McEnery Sutherland
Burrows Dix Oliver Warner
Burton du Pont Page Warren
Carter Gallinger Penrose

. NOT VOTING—I1T.

Baile; Elkins Nixon Tillman
Bankhead Flint Richardson Wetmore
Clarke, Ark. - Shively
Culberson Hale Smith, 8. C.
Daniel Jones Stone

So Mr. Dorriver's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paragraph is agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. To what paragraph does the Chair refer?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Paragraph 375.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire, before the paragraph is agreed to,
to offer an amendment as a substitute for if.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is an open question.

Mr. CLAPP. I understand the Senator from Towa has a num-
ber of these amendments. Are they in such a form that we
might, perhaps, vote on them all with one rell call?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I find upon examination that they are not
exactly in that form. There are only two or three more of
them, and we will be through with them in a very few minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa offers
an amendment, which ‘will be read.

The Secrerary. It is proposed to strike out parngraph 375
and to insert a new paragraph 375, as follows:

375. Flannels, blankets, and hats, composed wholly or in part of
wool, tlm hair of the goat, alpacs, or other animals, valued at not ex-
ceeil[ng cents per pound, 10 eents per pound; valued at above 30
cents pe! valp«nrmi and not exceeding 40 cents per pound, 1Z cents per

pound ; ued at above 40 cents per pound and not exce eding 60 cents
per pound. 18 cents per pound; and in addition thereto, upon all the

~——
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above-named articles, 35 per cent ad valorem ; valued at above 60 cents
ngogg;nd, 45 cents per pound, and in addition thereto, 40 per cent ad

Mr. DOLLIVER. 'Mr. President, I desire the Senate to under-
stand distincetly that this amendment is the prevailing phrase-
ology of paragraph 355 of the Allison-Aldrich bill of 1888. I
desire to say further that the Senator from Rhode Island is in
error when he says that there was any difference in the wool
duties on the scheme and schedule of that bill as compared
to the McKinley Act or the present proposed bill that would
explain this variation in the duties on blankets and these cheap
cloths.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa is mistaken in his
last statement. The duty on wools of the third class by the
act of 1888 was 2% cents a pound.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Exactly; but—

Mr. ALDRICH. Any Senator at all familiar with the classi-
fication of wools, knows that third-class wools then, as now,
enter largely into the manufacture of blankets—more largely
than any other class of wools.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is true, possibly, of some kind of
blankets, and especially horse blankets; but the duty on first
and second class wool——

Mr. ALDRICH. On all blankets.

Mr. DOLLIVER. It is exactly now as in 1888.
eInMr. ALDRICH. On the first and second, but not on the third

£8.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The duty on all these noils, wastes, and
by-products is exactly the same.

Mr, ALDRICH. Ohb, no. =

Mr. DOLLIVER. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I have the
bill before me.

Mr. ALDRICH. 8o have I.

Mr. DOLLIVER. On top waste, roving waste, slubbing
waste, garnetted waste, 30 cents per pound, just as that duty,
although they did make a small concession in behalf of woolen
rags, making them 10 cents, as I desired to do yesterday, but
I encountered a storm of indignation from the Senator from
Utah and the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr, SMOOT. The duty on woolen rags is 10 cents a pound
now. What the Senator from Iowa wanted was 6 cents,

Mr. DOLLIVER. I think I ought to have had it.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator was not stating the facts as they
were; that is all.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Now, Mr. President, the act of 1888 re-
ceived at the hands of the wisest and best men we had then
not a few days' attention nor a few weeks, but attention month
after month, day and night, as the Senator from Rhode Island
will testify. What I ask now is that he permit me to make
the same criticism of the bill that is pending here that he and
Mr. Allison made of the Mills bill, that it put the heaviest
duties npon the blankets and clothing of the humble people of
the United States who were not able to bear them. That is
demagogy now, and a man almost gets out of his party for
saying that now. Yet the eriticism hurled by the Senator from
Rhode Island on the Mills bill was that by making uniform
rates of duty it bore with such hardship on the poor that the
Senate had rendered the country a real service when they
modified those rates.

But I do not care to debate it. I simply desire the yeas and
nays on the proposition to go back to the Allison bill rather than
to some subsequent or previous measure.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this amendment the
Senator from Iowa demands the yeas and nays. A

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called). I again anneunce
my pair with the senior Senator from Texas [Mr, CULBERSON].

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. FOSTER (after having voted in the affirmative). I in-
quire if the senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr, McCuMEBER]
has voted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that
the Senator has not voted.

Mr. FOSTER. Then I withdraw my vote.

Mr. FLINT. I am paired with the senior Senator from
Texas [Mr. CuLeessoN]. I transfer that pair to the junior
Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox] and vote *nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 48, as follows:

YEAS—29,
Bacon Clay La Follette Rayner
Bankhead Cummins MeLaurin Bimmons
Beveridge Davis Martin Smith, Md.
Bristow Dolliver Nelson Taliaferro
Brown Fraz Newlands Taylor
Burkett Gore Overman
Chamberlaln Hughes Owen
Clapp Johnston, Ala.  Paynter

NAYS—43.

Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Gamble Perkins
Borah Crane Guggenhelm Piles
Bourne Crawford Heyburn oot
Bradley Cullom Johnson, N. Dak. Scott
Brandegee Curtis Kean Smith, Mich,
Briggs Depew Lodge Smoot
Bulkeley Dick McEnery Stephenson
Burnham Dillingham Nixon Sutherland
Burrows du Pont Oliver ‘Warner
Burton Flint Page ‘Warren
Carter Gallinger Penrose

NOT VOTING—19
Bailey Elkins Jones Bmith, 8. C.
Clarke, Ark. Fletcher McCumber Stone
Culberson Foster Money Tillman
Daniel e Richardson Wetmore
Dixon Hale Shively

So Mr. Dorriver's amendment was rejected.

“The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paragraph is agreed to.

The Secretary will read the next paragraph.

Mr. OWEN. Before the paragraph is agreed to, I desire to
offer an amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator is offering an
amendment to paragraph 8757

Mr. OWEN. Yes, sir.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will regard the
paragraph as open.

Mr. SCOTT. I thought paragraph 3756 had been adopted.
It will have to be reconsidered if the Senator wants to move to
amend it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will regard the
guestion as open.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Oklahoma rose before the
agreement was announced.

Mr. OWEN. I do not think it is absolutely essential for a
Senator to rise in his place instantly in order to offer an amend-
ment, and I do not agree to the rule of the Senate suggested
by the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. I quite agree if it had been agreed to it ought
to be left open, and I think the Senator was before the time.

Mr. OWEN. I was simply answering the suggestion’ of the
Senator from Massachusetts that it might not be offered even
if it had been agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. I did not mean to suggest that at all.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed
by the Senator from Oklahoma will be read.

The SEcrerary. It is proposed to add at the end of para-
graph 375 the following: ;

That the rate fixed om all articles enumerated in this
bereducaibgareentparmumo!thersteﬁxedin
on June 30, for each of the next ensuing ten fiscal years: Provide
That if such graduated reduction shall cause a diminution of the annual
revenue from any one or more of the above enumerated articles, the
President is authorized and directed to fix the rate on any such article
or articles at the gﬁnt at which such artlcle or articles severally
are found to have the greatest normal revenue-producing wer, but
not at a rate higher than the rate fixed in this act: Pﬂwldgg further,
That the rate 11 not be reduced or fixed below the point at which
it would produce an amount equal to the difference in the cost of the
production of any such article the United States or abroad.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I shall not ask for a yea-and-nay
vote on this proposed amendment. I shall be content with its
being voted down by the majority, by the usual majority sup-
porting the committee.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think it is desirable to have a yea-and-nay
vote on the proposition. I would be very glad to have a yea-
and-nay vote.

Mr. OWEN. I have no objection to a yea-and-nay vote. Be-
fore that is taken, I shall therefore briefly explain its purport.

The theory of the majority, as expressed by the platform of
1904, is as follows:

The measure of protection should always at least equal the difference
in the cost of production at home and abroad.

The platform of 1908 asserts that—

In all tariff legislation the true principle of protection is best main-
tained by the imposition of such duties as,will equal the difference
between the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a
reasonable profit—

And so forth.

Now, Mr. President, in the particular paragraph on blankets
and flannel for underwear, paragraph 375, the rates run from
107.60 per cent on blankets valued at not more than 40 cents
per pound up to 165 per cent on blankets more than 3 yards
in length valued at more than 40 cents per pound.

I wish to call the attention of the Senate and of the country
to the actual labor cost in blankets. The report of Carroll D.
Wright, to which I have heretofore called attention, on the
matter of blankets in ease No. 390, puts the labor cost at 15 per
cent of the value of the product, and yet this bill puts the tariff

at over 100 per cent on the bald pretense of protecting American
labor.

ragraph shall
act, annuall




3038

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

Juxe 10,

In case No. 391 of blankets the total cost of labor in trans-
forming the materials is 15 per cent, and yet the pending bill
puts this rate at exceeding 100 per cent on the pretense of pro-
tecting American labor.

In case No. 392 the total labor cost is 18 per cent, and yet
this bill puts the rate at over 100 per cent on the pretense of
protecting labor.

The Senator from Rhode Island, representing the Committee
on Finance, on last Monday stated on the floor of the Senate
that the labor cost was 80 to 90 per cent of all these products
in the face of this official report in answer to a resolution of the
Senate saying that the labor cost of these blankets is 15 per
- cent, and yet a rate of 165 per cent is put upon the blankets in
order to give a monopoly to those who manufacture blankets in
this country and enable them to levy a tax upon people who
must use blankets for their protection against the inclemency
of winter's weather.

Mr. CARTER. XIr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Montana ?

Mr. OWEN. With great pleasure.

Mr. CARTER. I ask the Senator whether in his judgment
the proposal presented by his amendment could not be made
applicable to every paragraph in this bill; that is, vest in the
President discretion to reduce duties below the rate fixed in
the paragraph when in his judgment the revenue would not
thereby be impaired and the best revenue-producing point could
be reached?

Mr. OWEN. Undoubtedly, Mr, President, that could be done.

Mr. CARTER. Then, Mr. President, I desire to ask the
Senator if it would not be more simple to make the tariff bill
consist of about three sentences, providing that the ad valorem
rate on all articles presented to the custom houses for entrance
into the United States should be fixed at, say, 200 per cent, pro-
vided that the President may reduce the rate below that amount
when in his diseretion the public revenues will thereby be bene-
fited ?

Mr. OWEN, Has the Senator concluded?

Mr. CARTER. I have concluded. Why engage in these mul-
tifarious paragraphs and subdivisions if we could prescribe a
maximum ad valorem duty for the admission of all articles at
the custom-houses, leaving the discretion with the President to
reduce the duties when in his opinion such reductions would
not impair the revenue, but would reach the best revenue-
producing point upon each article?

Mr. GALLINGER. A sliding scale.

Mr. CARTER. A sliding scale. In other words, we could not
tell from day to day what the duty would be next week on any
particular article unless we were advised of what the Presi-
dent’s opinion might be at that future date.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President:

Mr. OWEN. I will answer the Senator from Montana first
and yield to the Senator from Indiana second.

In answer to the suggestion of the Senator from Montana, I
reply that legislative power can not be vested in the Executive.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President—

Mr. OWEN. Excuse me, Mr. President. I will answer the
Senator from Montana first and yield to the Senator from Mon-
tana second.

Executive power is vested in the executive and legislative
power is vested in the legislative branch of the Government.
No one understands that more distinetly than the Senator from
Oklahoma.

But it is not vesting in the President of the United States
legislative power when he is directed by the legislative power
to do a certain thing in a certain contingency. I will place in
. the Recorp the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States on that point for the information of the Senate and,
incidentally, for the information of the Senator from Montana.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Okla-
homa yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr, OWEN. I yield, with pleasure.

Mr. CARTER. If a legislative power can be vested in the
President, as this amendment proposes, why not a considerable
amount of legislative power or all legislative power?

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I will answer the Senator from
Montana by calling his attention to the fact that this very bill
proposes to vest in the President the right to reduce a pro-
posed additional 25 per cent tax upon all goods at his discretion,
and if the objection to my proposed amendment of the Senator
from Montana is well taken, it is equally well taken to the
25 per cent maximum and minimum amendment of the com-
mittee itself.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me?

Mr. OWEN. I will, with pleasure.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Does not the Senator make this distine-
tion, that in the case of the maximum and minimum provision to
which he is now calling attention, as in the case of the maxi-
mum and minimum provision in one section of the present law,
the legislature fixes its will and the Executive becomes the
instrument of the legislature in applying that will under cer-
tain contingencies, whereas in the amendment the Senator pro-
poses the President is not directed to fix any specific rates, thus
carrying out specifically the legislative will as its executive
instrument, but is authorized to fix rates of his own? The
Senator observes that distinction.

Mr. OWEN. I do not.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then of course——

Mr. OWEN. There is a distinetion without a difference,
Mr. President. The spirit and purpose of both is substantially
the same, that the legislative will is recorded and the Executive
is required to carry it out. Every Executive must exercise
some degree of diseretion.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But the first thing I observe in the Sen-
ator's amendment is that from line 7 to the semicolon on line
11 it authorizes the President to perform all the legislative
power which we might perform ourselves. Of course, the
Senator can perceive that fixing the tariff rates at whatever
we like is purely a legislative power. This authorizes and di-
rects the President not to apply a definite and specific rate
fixed by ourselves, but any rate that he sees fit to fix in his dis-
cretion, In other words, the executive mind is directed to per-
form the functions of the legislative mind.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President——

Mr. OWEN. I will yield with pleasure to the Senator from
Montana when I have answered his colleague from Indiana.
In this particular paragraph, item 1, blankets not more than 40
cents per pound, the legislative will is 107.6 per cent ad
valorem, The legislative will under my proposed amendment
next year would be 5 per cent less, which is as absolutely and
mathematically an expression of the legislative will as it is pos-
sible to give. 8o, in each succeeding year the diminution is
mathematically accurate, with a proviso, however, that when
it goes below the maximum revenue-producing point it shall no
longer be lowered, but the legislative will requires it to be defi-
nitely fixed at the maximum revenue-producing point found by
means of this series of successive reductions, Therefore the
Executive would be merely carrying out the legislative will and
he would be an Executive and not a legislator. I yield to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Beveribge] presents the faets upon a minimum rate with which
the discretion of the President may operate; the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. OweN] presents a maximum rate, and leaves
the President with unrestrained discretion down to nothing or a
complete abolition of duty altogether. I will say to the Senator
from Oklahoma that, in the case of the reciprocity agreement,
it will be remembered that a treaty was required in order to
put the new rate into effect. The Constitution provides that
treaties shall constitute the supreme law of the land; and I
doubt very much whether, without consulting Congress or fram-
ing a treaty, it will be competent for the President of the United
States, even under the minimum and maximum provisions, to
change a rate of duty where the Constitution vests the supreme
power in Congress in this matter of taxation.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I will now, with the permission
of the Senator from Montana, ask him a question. How does
he justify 165 per cent ad valorem when the cost of labor in
the material is but 15 per cent?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, T was one of the auditors of
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrerre] last night, and
heard him remark that the cost to the manufacturer of agri-
cultural implements had increased, as far as steel products
were concerned, over 100 per cent since the Dingley law went into
operation. I could have assisted him somewhat on that in an-
other illustration. The cost of wool has increased during the
operation of the Dingley law 260 per cent, and measured by
the price of wool to-day it has increased 275 per cent. The
increase in the cost of the raw material was the difference

between the conditions, doubtless, to which the Senator refers

and conditions that have come to pass under the present law.
Mr. OWEN., I do not know whether or not the Senator from
Montana intends to be humorous, but I should like him to make
an answer to my question.
Mr. CARTER. I should like to know what the Senator from
Oklahoma refers to specifically, I undoubtedly assume that the
Senato:: has in his mind some peculiar phase of industrial life,
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where a particular by-produect, or some article, is produced at
15 cents, for instance, and that the duty, according to his
method of calculation of the matter, amounts to what—60 per
cent? .

Mr. OWEN. To 160 per cent.

Mr. CARTER. To 160 per cent; or the duty, for instance, on
wool at 11 cents.

Mr. OWEN. The Senator evidently did not hear my question.

Mr. CARTER. I wanted to say to the Senator that the duty
on wool, as the price stood with us in 1897, is now in the neigh-
borhood of 200 per cent, and yet it is a perfectly fair duty and
the country has prospered under its operations, In the case
doubtless in the mind of the Senator the application of a duty
gﬁ 1{;0 per cent instead of 60 per cent would, by its fruits, justify

e levy.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I understand the Senator from
Montana, in fixing the rates on the paragraph in question, not
to be guided by the difference in the cost of production at home
and abroad at all?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, the highest markets this
country has ever been inflicted with, so far as the consumer
is concerned, have been the markets when controlled by the
foreign manufacturer and jobber. The Senator from Oklahoma
well knows that when we shipped in iron rails here of English
manufacture we paid $130 a ton for them and more.

Mr. GALLINGER. We paid $170 a ton at one time,

Mr. CARTER. Yes; at one time we paid $170 a ton. We did
not manufacture a single steel rail in this country. To-day,
under this “oppressive tariff” to which the Senator refers,
we are buying the best steel rails manufactured in the world
for about 15 per cent of the cost of the old iron rails.

Mr. OWEN. And about $8 a ton more than the manufac-
turers sell the same rails to foreigners, Mr, President.

Mr. CARTER. Mr, President——

Mr. OWEN. Our people pay about $8 more than the foreign-
ers pay for the same rails. The Senator from Montana, how-
ever, has not answered my question. I ask him whether or not
he thinks the difference in the cost of production in this coun-
try and abroad shall control in these matters, and I have illus-
trated it by pointing out that the labor cost on these woolen
goods is only 15 to 20 per cent, and yet the tariff is put as high
as 165 per cent.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, undoubtedly the purpose of
legislation on the protective basis is to equalize the difference
in the cost of production here and abroad.

Mr. OWEN. Now, Mr. President, I call the Senator's atten-
tion to the fact that the cost of labor in these blankets is from
15 to 20 per cent; and I ask him how he justifies putting upon
them, over and above the total cost of American labor, an addi-
tional tariff of from 80 to 140 per cent ad valorem up to 100
to 165 per cent duty?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma is
calculating the hard-time wages of 1897 and 1898 as the basis
of the American wages, and comparing them with the wages
abroad of to-day.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, on the contrary, I am agreeing,
so far as this calculation is concerned, that the labor cost of
the European product is absolutely nothing, and I call the at-
tention of the Senator from Montana that the increase of wool
price since 1898, the date of Commissioner of Labor Wright's
report, up to 1907 has not been greater than the reported in-
crease of labor, so his percentages are not affected by such
changes,

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, it was pretty nearly nothing
in this country on the date the Senator's figures were made. In
1897 there were men in the country who could not get a day's
work if they were willing to take a plate of soup as compen-
sation.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, that does not answer the ques-
tion at all, because the labor wages of that time—in 1897—are
clearly shown; and while it is true that in 1806 the market
price of the whole world was at a low tide because of the pre-
ceding panic of 1893, it is not true that the cost of labor in per-
centages to value of product is now above what it then was.

Mr. CARTER, Mr, President, in the production of a blanket
the Senator wishes to make the comparison with the last man
who touches the blanket in the factory. In order to estimate
the cost of production it is necessary to go back to the sheep
herder on the plains. That sheep herder in our competing eoun-
try in South Africa receives $3.66 a month, while out on the
plains in this country he receives $40 a month. Down in South
Africa he receives a sack of corn and a sheep to board him for

-

a month, while out in our country he must have as good a bill
of fare as they give in the ordinary hotel in Washington, or he
will not stay by the job. These differences from the beginning
must be computed and considered, in order to ascertain the ele-
ments of cost.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, they were considered as far as
justified by common sense when the calculation was made by
Carroll D. Wright. He puts the labor cost of producing yarn,
for example, to which I call the Senator's attention, and which
bears directly upon this matter—because I call his attention to
the fact that even as to woolen yarn Carroll D. Wright, in Table
430, puts the cost of the labor of transforming materials at 2.6
cents per pound for No. 1 yarn and 45.22 per cent for the cost
of material, less than 6 per cent of the cost of the finished prod-
uct being for labor.

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator from Oklahoma permit me
to ask the Senator from Montana one question, not to interrupt
further than a question?

Mr. OWEN. With pleasure.

Mr. BACON. Does the Senator from Montana think that, in
order that the sheep herders of Montana shall be furnished
with board on the scale of a Washington hotel, the price of wool
should be raised to all the consumers of the United States, so
that that purpose may be effected?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, if you eliminate the sheep
herder of the country altogether and cut out the 311,000,000
pounds of wool we contribute to the factories of the country,
you will pay more for your wool than you are paying for it
to-day. :

Mr. BACON. But the Senator from Montana do€s not deem
it wise to answer that question yes or no.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, the Senator from Georgia pro-
poses to settle a great, far-reaching economic question with the
answer “yes” or “no.” That, I think, is one of the elementary
difficulties with the Senator’s school of political economy in deal-
ing with these questions. Each matter is taken in an isolated
state, without any reference whatever to the surrounding condi-
tions and circumstances; for instance, the standard of living,
the standard of civilization, the education of the people, the
manner of feeding and clothing them in this country, we think
ought to be maintained. The maintenance of the standard, how-
ever, embraces certain costs in every avenue of life and en-
deavor which do not apply to the rice-eating millions of
China; yet, if the Senator’s theory should be carried into
effect, the cotton of Georgia and South Carolina, instead of
being manufactured in that country into merchantable shape,
would be shipped to China, where the labor determines the
element of cost to the best possible advantage of anywhere in
the world.

Mr. BACON. The Senator from Montana well knows the
fact, Mr. President, that the labor employed in the production of
cotton does not receive the hundredth part of a mill of benefit
from the protective tariff,

Mr. CARTER. I refer to the cotton mills, Mr. President. It
is not a new idea. As a matter of fact, the cotton of the Missis-
sippi Valley has been for over ten years in process of shipment
up along the Mississippi River to St. Paul; thence across the
country to Seattle; thence across the ocean to Japan, where
cotton fabries are being manufactured by labor so low that it
is appalling to contemplate the reduction of American workmen
to the standard ; and if you take down the barriers and consider
these workmen separate and apart from the civilization and
conditions under which we live, of course you would, as a pure
matter of economy, leave the southern people to raise the cotton,
dismantle the factories in the South and in New England, and
ship the cotton to the Orient, where it can be manufactured
cheapest.

Mr. BACON. Is that the Senator’s answer to my question
whether or not the sheep herder of Montana should be furnished
Washington City hotel board at the expense of the people of
the United States?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, that sheep herder is entitled
to good treatment, He is a part of a mighty system; he is a
part of the economy of the country. It is believed that, in
order to maintain a supplemental food supply to put the country
where it can raise its own clothing, and thus maintain a certain
coveted measure of industrial independence, that even at the ex-
pense of paying our sheep herders more than the South African
native gets, we ought still to keep them employed. ]

Mr. BACON. If the Senator from Oklahoma will pardon
me—and I will not trespass further on his time—I want to
say to the Senator from Montana that it is indeed a mighty




3040 .

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JUNE 10,

system which is so compact and so powerful that it can levy
taxes upon 85,000,000 people in order to benefit less than
5,000,000,

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, may I now ask the Senator
from Georgia n question?

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I yield to the Senator from
Montana to ask a question of the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. CARTER. I thank the Senator from Oklahoma. I
inquire of the Senator from Georgia whether he would, in
order to get wool cheaper, reduce the American sheep herder
to $3.6°6 a month in open competition with the Sounth African
native?

Mr. BACON. I would put the Montana sheep herder exactly
where the Georgia cotton laborer is—making his living by the
sweat of his brow, and receiving pay according to the value of
his labor. I do mot propose to ask that the people of Montana
shall be taxed for the purpose of paying the wages of the
Georgia cotton laborer, nor do I desire that the people of Georgia
gha]l be taxed in order to pay the wages of the Montana sheep

erder.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, I hope the Montana sheep
herder will never be compelled to work for the wages paid the
Georgia cotton-field hand. I wish his wages could be better:
but the cotton production is, I think, the greatest monopoly of
all the crops in the world, and I am glad we have the monopoly
in the United States.

Mr. BACON. *“Monopoly,” Mr. President, when it has to
meet in the markets of the world the prices of the world! The
Senator does not weigh his words.

Mr. CARTER. The area within which cotton——

‘Mr. OWEN. I decline to yield further to this interesting col-
loquy of the Senators from Montana and Georgia.

Mr. CARTER. The area within which cotton can be grown is
s0 circumscribed on the globe that the monopoly is a natural one.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator from Oklahoma
declines to yield further.

Mr. ALDRICH., Will the Senator from Oklahoma allow me
to ask the Senator from Georgia a question?

Mr. OWEN. With great pleasure,

Mr. ALDRICH. I am afraid this great proposition of the
Senator from Oklahoma is getting obscured in this debate, and
I am anxious——

Mr. OWEN. It will not remain so.

Mr. ALDRICH., And I am anxious to know whether the
Senator from Georgia is engaging in this debate for the pur-
pose of supporting the Senator from Oklahoma or for other
reasons? We are not able to distingnish.

Mr. BACON. I did not hear the question. .

Mr. ALDRICH. I was wondering whether the Senator from
Georgia was opposing or supporting the proposition of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma? .

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I was not paying attention par-
ticularly to the debate that was being maintained by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, but I did eatch——

Mr. ALDRICH. I was a litfle afraid the Senator was ig-
norant——

Mr. BACON. But I did catch the most remarkable proposi-
tion which was made by the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Carter], that the sheep herders of Montana were entitled to
be paid wages which would enable them to get board equal to
the board of any hotel in Washington City, and I knew that
if that was done my people would have to pay part of the
expense. That was what I was protesting against.

Mr. ALDRICH. I may not be a good judge of these proposi-
tions, but I think the proposition of the Senator from Okla-
homa is much more strange than the one suggested by the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. BACON. The Senator from Oklahoma is quite eapable
of dealing with this question himself without my interposition,
and I do not intend to interpose. I was simply struck by that
remarkable proposition of the Senator from Montana. I am
glad the Senator has made it, because it illustrates more per-
fectly than I have heard in this debate the iniquities of a pro-
tective-tariff system, by which in one State the laborer shall
be paid wages which would give him board at the New Willard,
and the people of the United States shall be compelled to pay
a high price for wool in order that that end may be accom-
plished. That is the argument reduced to a nutshell; and it
applies in greater or less degree to the proposition of the pro-
tective system as to other industries—to tax the people of the
country at large to sustain private enterprises and increase
their profits.

Mr. ALDRICH. I was anxious to ascertain whether this
proposition of the Senator from Oklahoma was presented after

conference with his associates upon the other side of the
Chamber, because it looks to me like an entirely new departure
in tariff legislation, and it might revolutionize parties if it
should be adopted. I am anxious to get a vote upon it as soon
as possible.

Mr. OWEN. Before the vote is taken I will pursue the in-
quiry which I made of the Senator from Montana and which
he so skillfully side stepped that he got into the Chinese labor
question and the sheep herders of South Africa before it ended.
I now desire to ask a question of the Senator from Rhode
Island, who is the chairman of the Committee on Finance,
who knows all about cost, and who was kind enough last Mon-
day night to advise me that the labor cost of materials was
between 80 and 90 per cent, and kind enough to invite me to
take the matter. into prayerful consideration and go home and
study it over and overcome my being new in the discussion
of the tariff, He suggested that I was very new to the tariff
debate, and therefore must be excused if somewhat irrational.
I agree with him in his compassionate regard for a new Mem-
ber, and hope that if anything I say seems to be unlearned or
unsound, it may be considered as due to my inexperience in
the discussion of the {ariff. -

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. OWEN. Excuse me, Mr. President.

Mr. RAYNER. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr. OWEN. I would prefer not to yield now, but I will
yield to the Senator.

Mr. RAYNER. All that I desired was this: I dislike to
disagree with the Senator from Oklahoma, but his amend-
ment strikes me as absolutely invalid. I think it goes
directly—

Mr. OWEN. I decline to yield for a speech by the Senator
from Maryland.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Oklahoma
declines to yield further.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, the Senate has fallen into a
practice, when a Senator is making an argument and trying
to establish a proposition, of incursive discussion that leads
the speaker far afield from that which he is attempting to
establish. I should like to courteously suggest that, as a
rule of propriety, this practice would be “ more honored in the
breach than the observance.” I do not think it is courteous to
Senators on the floor, when they are trying to establish a
proposition, to introduce a side issue leading them far away
from that which they are discussing. While I am always
anxious to be perfectly considerate of every Senator while I
am on the floor, and will always yield for any reasonable
question, I do not think that the practice to which I have re-
ferred ought to be pursued in the Senate. I have often felt
like entering protest against it, and I do so now. ;

Mr. GORE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Oklahoma yield to his colleague?

Mr. OWEN. For a question.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I think it would be material if
the Senator from Montana or the Senator from Wyoming would
state what the price of wool was last September. The Senator
from Montana has stated that it is 200 per cent more now than
it was in 1897. I should like some one to state the price of
wool in Wyoming and Montana last September. !

Mr. CARTER rose.

Mr. OWEN. I yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, I can not definitely state wha
the market price was last September, but my recollection is
that the market price was about 18 to 20 cents per pound; it
is about 24 cents now. The price in 1896 and 1897 ran down
to about 6 or 8 cents per pound.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, just a word.

Mr. OWEN. I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr, GORE. I happened to be in Wyoming last September,
and was informed by people engaged in the growing of sheep
and wool that the price was less than 14 cents. I do not think
it was one-third of that in 1897, though in 1894 and 1895 it got
down pretty low.

Mr. CARTER. There are certain clips of wool of inferior
kind that always sell some cents below the regular market
price. .

Mr. OWEN. Now, Mr. President, coming back to my ques-
tion to the Senator fromi Rhode Island, he advised us that the
labor cost of materials in the United States ran from 80 to 90
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per cent. I call his attention to Carroll D. Wright's Table
No. 430, on woolen yarns:

No. §30.—Woolen yarn: Uniled Slates; 1897-98; wunit, 1 pound; No. 1

yarn,
Per cent
Amount.| ¢otal,
Cost of labor in transforming materials. . ... o cooooemeano.- £0.0260 544
Cost of materials and all other items except labor-.......... 4522 94,56
b T R S S o e 8 st B e o U L SR 4782 100.00

That does not correspond with the view of the Senator from
Rhode Island as to SO per cent being the labor cost, and I should
like to have him explain it.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma
entirely misapprehended my statement. I will repeat it for
him. T said the cost of every material and of every product is
from 80 to 90 per cent labor, I care not what it is—I mean in
the last analysis. In making that computation, you have to
commence, of course, with the ore in the ground, with the ele-
mental unit of production, whatever it may be. Everything
beyond that is cost of labor. That is the proposition that I
make; and I think the Senator will have great difficulty in ar-
riving at any other conclusion if he investigates the subject
carefully, as I am sure he will.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, the answer of the Senator from
Rhode Island that every product is substantially composed of
labor is true in a broad sort of fashion. That everything used
by man is the result of his labor is generally true, but it has
no bearing upon and no relation to the question of the labor
cost in yarns. According to this table, the labor cost in yarns
is 5 per cent, and the Senator from Rhode Island stands here
and demands 145 per cent tax upon yarn on the ground of its
labor cost. Granted that 100 per cent of the cost of yarn was
labor, granted that capital has no interest in it whatever, still
that 45 per cent above 100 per cent is an excess even on the
ridiculous theory of the Senator from Rhode Island. But it is
not true, as a matter of fact, that yarn has over 5 to 10 per
cent of labor cost as compared with the cost of the material
and the other items entering into the cost of the gross value
of the product.

Mr. ALDRICH. I heard the Senator a few moments ago
make the statement that if the cost of the foreign product was

nothing, then——
Mr. OWEN. Excuse me; the Senator did not apprehend what
I said. I said if the labor cost were nothing.

Mr, ALDRICH. Well, I understood the Senator to say if the
cost of the foreign product was nothing.

Mr. OWEN. 1 gaid the labor cost.

Mr. ALDRICH. One proposition is just as good as another
for my purposes.

Mr. OWEN. If one proposition is just as good as another
for the Senator's purposes, he can state any proposition he
pleases, but he must not make me responsible for it.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator will wait patiently, I will
give him a concrete illustration.

Mr. OWEN. I have great patience, and will wait.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the labor cost is nothing abroad and 10
cents in this conntry, what rate would have to be put upon the
foreign value to equalize that condition? That is a mathe-
matical problem which I should like to have the Senator work
out.

Mr. OWEN. That is a mathematical problem which is very
ensily ascertained and worked out.

Mr. ALDRICH. What percentage would the Senator put
upon the labor cost to equalize conditions?

Mr. OWEN. It is perfectly easy to determine the valne of
the labor cost in the United States; it is perfectly easy to de-
termine the ad valorem which shall equal that cost.

—Mr. ALDRICH. In case it cost nothing abroad, what would
it be e wpedres?

Mr. OWEN. That is a question broadly stated, applying to
four or five thonsand items, which the Senator well knows is
impossible of mathematical answer, and therefore he asks some-
what trinmphantly a question which no man can answer. It
reminds me, I was going to say, of an ancient adage——

Mr. ALDRICH. I will give a concrete illustration. Suppose
that an article cost nothing abroad and 10 cents here, what
percentage of duty would the Senator put upon the foreign
article to equalize conditions in the United States?

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, take the question of yarn, for ex-
ample. Supposing that the total labor cost in the United States
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was 2.6 cents a pound, which is shown in Table 430 of Carroll D.
Wright's report on labor cost; there is a cost of 2.6 cents a
pound. If the value of the yarn was 26 cents, 10 per cent ad
valorem would precisely equal that cost. There is a specific
answer to the Senator from Rhode Island, mathematically.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator make that statement over

again? My attention was diverted for a moment. I shall be
glad to hear what he said.
Mr. OWEN. I will restate it with great pleasure. Carroll D.

Wright's table, No. 430, shows that the total labor cost in a
pound of No, 1 yarn is 2.6 cents a pound. If the wool entering
our ports was valued at 26 cents per pound, 10 per cent ad
valorem would meet the labor cost in the United States, grant-
ing that the labor cost in England was nothing; and 10 per
cent is somewhat lower than 145 per cent, fixed in this bill as
the tariff rate by the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator does not understand my ques-
tion or else certainly what he says now is not an answer to it.
I will repeat what I said the other day. If the Senator had
been familiar with tariff discussions, he would have been aware
of the fact that this question of labor cost has always been in-
jected and occupied a great deal of space in such discussions.

I want to say to him now that the labor cost at any single
stage in this long process of manufacture has nothing whatever
to do with duties, and can not be made to have. For example,
take a jackknife. Jackknives are made abroad Ilargely by
farming out the different operations to people engaged in one
particular process. For instance, one party might be grinding
the blade, and it might cost a cent on that jackknife in one
country and half a cent in another. That has nothing to do
with the duties on jackknives. We are not dealing with a
single part of or one process in this long series of operations
any more than we are in yarns. It costs to pack yarns into
boxes, for instance, a fraction of 1 per cent. Are you going
to regulate the duty upon the cost of packing? Certainly not.
It costs something to run the wool through the different pro-
cesses, from one to another. Are you going to take one of those
and talk about the labor cost involved?

The whole scheme is ridiculous. It does not get anywhere
practically. What we want to compare is the total cost of pro-
duction in one country and the other and equalize conditions on
the total cost of production; and that total cost of produetion,
in the last analysis, as I have stated, and I will repeat it, is
based upon the cost of labor. If labor costs 50 per cent more
in this country than it does in another country, or double what
it costs in another country, that relative cost of production in
the two countries is governed entirely by the scale of wages all
through the production and all through every part of the life
of the Nation. If you pay in Washington $3 a day for a police-
man and they pay $1 in London, that difference of $2, or $1, or
whatever it is, appears in additional taxes. It appears in the
scale of living. It appears in the ultimate cost of production for
every article; and the Senator will get back, I think, in the
end to the proposition which I made the other day, that the
ultimate cost of production of every article is 90 per cent labor;
and if we live on a higher scale here, paying higher wages, we
certainly, in the comparative cost of production, have to take all
the wage scales of the United States into consideration. That
is my answer to the Senator.

Mr. OWEN. I have a certain intellectual sympathy with
the Senator from Rhode Island in his effort to defend the in-
defensible.

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no intellectual effort involved in
it at all. It is just simply a plain statement of facts. I do
not think it requires any intellectual effort either to make the
statement or to understand it.

Mr. OWEN. The cost of production invelves primarily as its
chief factor, upon which the most part of all the debate has
turned and the main discussion has occurred, the cost of labor
and difference in the cost of production. I therefore, in the
attempt to bring this matter to a clear comprehension of the
relative cost of produetion, take the primary factor of the rela-
tive cost of labor, which can be presented plainly. The Senator
from Rhbode Island naturally and ingeniously obscures the issue
by going into broad generalities and talking about the guestion
of labor generally and the difficulty of determining the factors
in manufacturing the thousands of involved items which enter
into the general schedules, and he thereby skillfully obscures
the issue, so as to make it incomprehensible to the ordinary
investigator. But when I call his attention to the fact that
Carroll D. Wright's table shows that in woolen yarn No. 1 the
percentage of labor cost is almost a trifle less than 6 per cent
of the value of the product, he explains it by a generality and
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waves it lightly -aside and imputes to me a lack of ynderstand-
ing as explaining why I ask the guestion.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will try this illustration. T will try to
make an application of the rule I have stated to the very thing
he has under consideration. He says it costs 2 cents a pound—
labor cost—in making yarn. 'The cost of yarns in this country
depends largely upon the cost of wool in yarns, and if wool
costs 22 cents in Montana, and 11 cents for the same character
in Australia, the American manufacturer pays 11 cents a pound
more for his weol from which that yarn is made, to start with,
and ‘the same differences between the ultimate foreign and the
domestic cost of production runs through every item. So you
may be perfectly certain that youn must, in your ultimate cost
of .production, consider the conditions of labor in both countries,
both being in competition. The scale of wages in both countries
determines the difference in the cost of production.

Mr. OWEN. The difference in the cost of wages in this coun-
try is conceded to be 2.6 cents a pound for No. 1 woeol, and noth-
ing more.

Mr. ALDRICH. -Oh, not for No. 1 wool.

Mr. OWEN. No. 1 yarn. That is the Wright table, No. 430.

Mr. ALDRICH. He is talking about transforming materials
from one stage to another and mothing else. -

Mr. ‘OWEN. Granting every possible concession that the
Senator from Ithode Island can insist mpon within the bounds-
of reason, when the labor cost of transforming woaol into No. 1
wool yarnis between 5 and 0 per cent, there Is no possibility by
which a rate of 145 per cent can be justified.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

"The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does'the Senator from Okla-
homa yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Alr. OWEN. 1 yield with pleasure.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator is reading, I believe, from a
document issned in 1898 or thereabouts.

Mr. ‘OWEN. =Righteen hundred and minety-eight ‘to ninety-
nine. :

Mr. ‘GALLINGER. If the Senator will turn o this docu-
ment, just printed, which was guoted by the Senator ‘from Wis-
eonsin [Mr. La Forrerre] last evening nwith -such approbation,
prepared by W. A. Graham Clark, special agent of the Depart-
ment of Commerce -and Labor, he will find, on page:5, that Mr.
(Qlark says:

In general it may be 'said that the eost of ‘manufacture of -worsteds
in England is mbout half that in'the United ‘States.

The Senator says it is 5 or 6 per cent. But here is Mr. Clark's
statement that it costs twice as much in this country as in
England.

Mr. OWEN. The Senator is making a comparison of the cost
in England and in the United States .of worsted goods, where
they obtain their wool at about half the price of what obtains
here. I am talking about the labor cost in No. 1 wool yarn,
as given in ‘the Wright table, which has not yet been set aside
as unsound. I am not talking about the cost of yarns or of
wool in Montana and Australia, as the Senator from Rhode
Island well knows, and I am mot talking about the cost of man-
ufactures of worsteds as the Senator from New Hampshire.
They ingeniously and with intellectual cleverness .confuse the
issue of 145 per cent tariff on yarn being excessive.

AMr. GALLINGER. We pay more for our wool.

Mr. OWEN. I agree that the difference in the price of woaol
must be provided for in determining the difference in the cost
of production, but when I call your attention to the labor cost
in No. 1 yarn and when I eall your attention to it as one of the
important parts of the cost of production, in order that we may
determine the difference in the cost of prodnetion at home and
abroad, I ean not help but call the attention of the country to
the vital fact that the Committee on Finance has furnished us
with no record whatever of the labor cost of these articles nor
of the cost of production, and has left it impossible for anybody
to determine the difference in the cost of production at home
and abroand. It ean mot be done with the data given ‘to the
Senate for that purpose, and T hold the party in power and the
Finance Committee directly responsible for this fatal and de-
liberate omission.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have tried, with considerable patience, to
explain this matter for the reason that these ¢laims as to the
labor eost of production appear and reappear in tariff discus-
gions; ‘and T want to state the fact that the labor cost of pro-
duction at a single stage in a long process of manufa has
no value whatever in determining either the relative cost of pro-
duction or the proper rate of duty which must be assessed to
equalize the cost of production. If the Senator, with his ana-
Iytical mind, will follow the advice whi¢h T gave 'him the other

day, and 'will read that in the Recorp to-morrow, he must agree
with me as to the accuracy of the statement I have made.

Mr. OWEN. I did read the matter in the Rrcorp. I ex-
amined it with critical eare, and I find it utterly unfounded
and utterly -worthless, I mean to be respectful about it. But
I am giving the honest judgment of my mind upon that state-
ment made by the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. Do I understand that the Senator bases this
scheme of his upon a misconstruction of the statement which
I made?

Mr. OWEN. [Is the Senator alluding to the excellent amend-
ment which I have offered?

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes; I was alluding to that, and T hope to
test the Senate at an early hour as to-their views and judgment
upon the -amendment.

Mr. OWEN. I base that amendment upon the theory of the
Senator from Rhode TIsland and-upon the Republican pledges
of a tarlff based on cost of production, and upon the Demoecratic
view of a tariff for revenue, and mot upon any conclusions of
my own. Assuoming the correctness of the declarations made
by the Senator from Rhode Island that he is guided by the
difference in the cost of production, my amendment could not
possibly do harm. It might serve a useful purpose in bringing
into effect the :pledges made by the Republican ‘party in 1904
and 1908, that the tariff should be written in the light of the
difference in the cost of production at home and abroad, always
assuming that the tariff ought not to go below a revenue-pro-
ducing point, which is the Democratic view, because that is
essential to the maintenance of our Government.

Mr. ALDRICH. Doesnot the Senator see, while he is discuss-
ing in one breath the differences in the cost of production, that
he is discussing ‘mainly the difference in the labor ecost at a
single stage of the process?

Mr.OWEN. I have discussed the labor cost from thesetables,
trking the elementary eost of labor in wool yarns, taking the
labor cost with the yarn ‘as the crudest form of manufactured
material in the woolen schedule, and I call the attention of the
Senator, first, that thereis only 5 and 6 per cent of cost of labor
in the yarn, and then in blankets ‘the labor cost is only 15 and
20 per cent. .

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator must be willing to ‘admit, T
think, thnt there ‘is mothing whatever about the labor cost in
the Chicago platform, and he is discussing a rule which no
party has ever laid down, which no political economist has ever
laid down, and -whi¢h no party that had any idea or knowledge
of tariff legislation has ever laid down. He is discussing some-
thing entirely immaterial and entirely outside of any of ‘the
questions to which I have alluded.

Mr. OWEN. I have sought in vain to obtain from some
member of the Finance Committee, somewhere, the difference in
the cost of production at home and abroad. The SBenate of the
United States has mot been furnished with that information.
The Senate will not be furnished with it. The inquiry is re-
garded as unreasonable and ‘unsound, mot ‘in accordance ‘with
party promises, not in accordance with the desire of the people
of the United States.

T desire to emphasize ‘this because I believe the people of ‘the
United States do not feel willing to give greater advantiges
to our manufacturing classes than will put them upon an equal-
ity and a parity with manufacturers abroad; that it is not the
intention of the American people to allow monopoly to be shel-
tered under this tariff; that it ought not to be done, and there-
fore 1 eall attention ‘to the Mepubliean party pledges, and T call
attention to the fact that the Committee on Finance has given
us 1o data to show the difference between the cost of produc-
tion at home and abroad, and when it is repeatedly called for
and when it is emphasized we have mere glittering generalities,
subtle evasions, and the vague mal apropos that everything
which is made consists altogether of labor, that there is noth-
ing in it but labor, and therefore we must deal with these ques-
tions as altogether the product of labor, and that nothing enters
into ‘it except labor.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

Mr. OWEN. 1 yield to the Benator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GALLINGER. If ‘the Senator will again turn to this
recent publication of Mr. W. A. Graham Clark, he will find that,
treating of an all-wool sateen, of botany wool, on page 88, he
concludes his observations by =saying:

This shows the American eost of manufacture per yard to be 1Z7 per
cent higher than ‘the English.

And he gives a concrete sample, and yet the ‘Senator says it
is 5 or G per cent.

Mr. OWEN. I call attention, in reply to the Senator from
New Hampshire, to the fact that again ke side steps and .dis-
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cusses “all-wool sateen” and does not consider the point I
make—that the estimated cost in Belgium of woolen yarn is
3 cents a pound, which is higher than the American cost.

Mr. GALLINGER. I am quoting from a recent publication,
which has been quoted with great approbation on the other
side of the Chamber.

Mr. OWEN. 1 have not seen the recent publication. But
“sateen” has nothing to do with my point on the labor cost
of No. 1 yarn, which has more labor cost in Belgium than in
the United States.

Mr. CARTER. To begin with, it is perfectly safe to say that
the difference in labor cost in producing the wool out of which
the cotton yarn is made exceeds 100 per cent in this country,
as against the markets in which Germany and England draw
their wool supply. How that 100 per cent of excess is reduced
to 5% or 6 per cent in the computation of the Senator is a mys-
tery, unless it be true that, according to the suggestion made
by the Senator from Rhode Island, the Senator from Oklahoma,
in his computation, disregards the various elements that enter
into the matter of cost and selects only one of the many inci-
dents of labor from the beginning to the close of the finished
yarn.

Mr. OWEN. I call the attention of the Senator from Mon-
tana to the fact that I have shown the exact number of cents
that the material in these articles costs, as well as the exact
number of cents of labor cost.

Mr. CARTER. In producing yarn, it is first necessary to
raise wool. Following the raising of the wool, it is necessary
to shear it from the sheep.

Mr. OWEN. That is a very remarkable circumstance, and
I am much struck with it.

Mr. CARTER. They sometimes pull it off. Then this item
of shearing, for instance, costs from a cent and a half per head
up to 4 and in some instances 5 cents in Australia. In the
United States the cost of shearing is from 10 to 14 cents per
head. Then comes the matter of scouring, and after the wool is
scoured it has to go through the process iuto roving; then into
another form; finally into yarn.

The Senator proposes to take the mere cost of transforming
the rovings into yarn and say that that is the total difference
in the cost of producing the yarn in the United States and the
cost abroad, when he starts out with more than 100 per cent
difference in the cost of producing the wool to start with.

Mr., OWEN. As far as this particular item is concerned, I
simply eall attention to the labor cost in making No. 1 yarn
from wool, whether the wool be cut off or pulled out of the sheep
by bodily force.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. OWEN. I yield with pleasure to the Senator from Utah
in the midst of my explanation.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator base his argument upon No.
1 yarn as numbered or as to the quality of the wool?

Mr. OWEN. I base my argument on No. 1 yarn, from table
430 of Carroll D. Wright's report, and the yarn described
therein.

Mr. SMOOT. It would make a great deal of difference
whether it is No. 1 quality or a No. 1 yarn; and T want to tell
the Senator right now that there is no No. 1 yarn as num-
bered used anywhere in the manufacture of goods. A No. 1
yarn means that there is a pound of wool drawn out 640
yards, and there is no such number as that used in the manu-
facture of goods. No. 8 is about the first we use, and those are
used only in blankets. Every number increases in fineness
and it costs that much more to make the yarn. So if the
fizures which the Senator is reading here mean No. 1 yarn,
then of course they are useless, and if they mean No. 1 grade
of wool, I want to ask what number of yarn Mr. Wright is
figuring on.

Mr. OWEN. Carroll D. Wright gives the precise cost of the
materials and other items entering into the manufacture of No,
1 yarn, in Table 430, and he gives the cost of labor in transform-
ing the materials; the cost of the materials and all other items
except labor are 45.22 cents per pound. The cost of labor to
transform the material is 2.6 cents per pound. In Table 431 he
gives the cost likewise of No. 2 yarn; in Table 433, No. 3 yarn,
and so on down to No. 10 yarn. The use to which No. 1 yarn is
put is utterly immaterial and irrelevant to the discussion, as the
Senator from Utah must know.

Mr. SMOOT. I see from the statement there what the Sen-
ator is driving at, and I want to call his attention to the fact
that he is talking about No. 1 yara—a great, coarse thread, al-
most coarser than is used in any kind of goods in this country.

Mr. OWEN. I am glad the Senator has discovered that there
is a No. 1 yarn. He denied its existence but a few moments ago.

Mr. SMOOT. I say again it is not used in this country. I
know what No. 1 yarn means. No. 1 yarn means that a pound
of wool is drawn out 640 yards, and the Senator must know,
if he knows anything of the wool business or the manufacturing
of it, that that would be a very, very coarse wool thread in-
deed, almost a roving, and it is not used in the manufacture
of goods. As I have said, the finest wool yarn that is used in
the coarsest kinds of blankets is about an 8, and it runs from
that up to 60. Take the difference between the manufacture
of an 8 yarn and a No. 60 yarn. The whole argument of the
Senator, based upon No. 1 yarn, is wrong in theory. It does
not work in practice and it does not fit any goods manufactured
in this country.

Mr. OWEN. The labor cost of producing blankets is 15 to 20
per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. Allow me to tell the Senator that no doubt on
the cheapest-grade blanket that is made, the very cheapest, it
would be 15 per cent, but I can tell the Senator that I have
made blankets by the hundreds of thousands where the labor
cost of making a blanket was 40 per cent.

Mr. OWEN. That may account for things which have hap-
pened in the Senator’s woolen business.

Mr. SMOOT. It will happen to anybody who knows any-
thing about the manufacture of goods.

Mr. OWEN. It is very interesting to know at least from
some authority what the labor cost is in the making of blan-
kets. So it is 40 per cent?

Mr. SMOOT. On some grades it is.

Mr. OWEN, Forty per cent under the highest-priced con-
dition of labor that Utah affords, I think.

Mr. SMOOT. It is about the same as in other sections of
the country, I think.

Mr. OWEN. The labor cost increases as you go west, in all
lines. Everybody knows that to be true, and I suppose the
Senator has overlooked the fact that it is true.

Mr. SMOOT. No, I have not overlooked it; I know what all
the mills are paying in this country, and I know what we pay.
The labor cost in the mills in Utah is about the same as in the
East. Perhaps there may be some little difference on the low-
est grade of labor, as an advantage to Utah, but the great bulk
of labor is about the same there as in the East.

Mr. OWEN. I will ask the Senator from Utah whether he
agrees with the Senator from Rhode Island that the Iabor cost
is between S0 and 90 per cent, notwithstanding his experience
of 40 per cent?

Mr. SMOOT. I am not going to discuss a question which was
digcussed when I was not here, and without knowing upon
what basis it was made, but I judge from what the Senator
says here that if he did make the statement that there was 80
per cent labor cost, it was the amount of labor from the raw
product to the finished product, or in other words, to take a
concrete case, from iron ore to the needle, and then I will agree
with the Senator from Rhode Island that it is 80 per cent.

Mr. OWEN. If that were true, then I .call the attention of
the Senator to the fact that this tariff would be cumulative
and would be several thousand per cent before you get to the
finished product.

Mr. SMOOT. It is bound to be, from the very fact in the
case I cited. Take the ore, which is worth only $2.50 a ton.
It must be more than a thousand per cent between the ore
and the manufacture of the finest needles.

Mr, OWEN. I am glad to hear the Senator improve upon the
estimate of S0 or 90 per cent of the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr, SMOOT. I will ask the Senator, Does he not believe
it is?

Mr. OWEN. When you take the ore out of the ground and
treat if, step by step, its increased value is due to human labor;
but that proposition has no point in the proposition under
discussion. It is a general truth that all things made are the
products of labor.

Mr. SMOOT., That is right.

Mr. OWEN. That has nothing to do with the case where a
manufacturer can bring in the material here.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. OWEN. Excuse me. I must be allowed to answer.

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. OWEN. When these yarns have to be brought in here as
a product, finished up to a certain point, and then converted
into a blanket, the labor cost in handling that yarn must be
considered as a mew proposition, beginning with the yarn in
question; and that percentage of labor in making a blanket is
what Carroll D, Wright's report says is 15 to 20 per cent, Our

.
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blanket manufacturers can bring in the product for use in weav-
ing blankets and use it as raw material for the purpose of
making blankets; and then the question is, How much of labor
cost is involved in making the blankets with that material
purchased and ready for blanket making in their hands?

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator's argument places him even in a
worse position than he was before, because for the coarsest
kind of blanket you can take the wool, after being scoured and
placed upon the cards, and get it at 15 per cent of the labor
cost—not the yarn, the Senator says—ready to put into the
. loom. I do not think it would be 15 per cent from the yarn
itself manufactured to simply weave it into a blanket. Cer-
tainly the Senator has made his case worse than ever.

Mr. OWEN. It is perfectly patent to anyone who considers
this matter at all that the manufacturer who is protected in
blankets by 165 per cent, and who gets his material, the yarn
ready to go into the blanket, is only entitled to the protection
covering the difference in the cost of labor.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator evidently does not understand
the processes of manufacturing woolen goods. If I could only
take him into a woolen mill and show him the steps, I know
the Senator could see it. It is a pretty hard thing, it seems to
me, to show him by words in a way that the Senator can under-
stand.

Mr. OWEN. I understand perfectly well the gquestion of the
cost of production involving the material and the labor. I have
been through swoolen mills and seen every step. I have been
discussing the labor cost alone. The question of the materlal
is provided for by the tariff duty upon wool and the various
forms of wool. But in addition to that there is also the further
rt:x provided for blankets and for every variety of woolen manu-

eture.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator does not mean to
gay that one hundred and odd more percentage outside of the
duty is upon the wool and the manufacture of yarn?

Mr. OWEN. I do mot. I am calling attention to the ele-
ments which enter into this manufacture, and I have called at-
tention to it because I think that these schedules ought to be
written in the light of the difference in the cost of production
at home and abroad. That is not being done, and I submitted
the proposed amendment merely to call the attention of the
Senate to this matter. Having done so, I now withdraw the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma
withdraws the amendment. Paragraph 375 is agreed to. The
Secretary will state the next amendment passed over.

The SeceeraRY. In paragraph 376, page 131, line 28, after
the words “ad valorem,” the committee proposes to insert the
following proviso:

vided, That on all the fe ing, wel
B {{:e ‘fafd. the duty shall be tn?ﬁm"faa imgpl:al:e%
cleths.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention
of the Senate to the fact that the proviso carries these
it makes no difference what they are made of—if they weigh
more than 4 ounces to the yard, back into the paragraph assess-
ing duties upon woolen cloth, where they will encounter 44 cents
a pound, owing to the compensation of the manufacturer and
the cloth duty ad valorem. The House omitted it in view of
the fact that these goods confessedly are not made of wool. I
do not think that the amendment ought to be adopted.

Mr. ALDRICH. The provision was dropped out by mistake.
It is in the present law and certainly it ought to be restored.
It is the Dingley law and should be voted in.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is on agreeing
to the amendment of the committee, which has been read.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Before the paragraph is agreed to, I desire
to offer the amendment which I send to the desk. :

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
read.

The SECRETARY.
insert:

376. Women's and children's dress goods, coat linings, Itallan cloths,
and goods of similar character or description, of which the warp con-
gists wholly of cotton or other vegetable fiber, and the remainder of the
fabric composed wholly or in part of wool, valued at not more than 20
cents per sr{nare yard, 11 cents per square yard and 25 per cent ad
valorem ; valued at more than 20 cents per square yard, 11 cents per
sguare yard and 35 per cent ad valorem: Provided, That on all the
foregoing weighing over 4 ounces square yard the duty shall be the
same as is impomﬁ by this schedule on cloths.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I offer that amendment
because it appears to me to be a more rational classification of
these various kinds of cloths, which are not woolen cloths at

over 4 ounces per
by this schedunle on

In lien of paragraph 376 it is proposed to

all. They are described in the paragraph as cloths that are com-
posed wholly of cotton or other vegetable fiber, so far as the
warp is concerned. The remainder of the fabric may be com-
posed in whole or in part of wool. So in these cloths there is no
pretense made that they are woolen cloths except that they may
have the weft of wool, though it is not necessary even for them
to have all the weft of wool. I am told by expert weavers that
when the warp is entirely cotton it is technically impossible to
have the weft entirely of wool.

Mr, President, in 1897 Governor Dingley, chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, had by his side a very wise coun-
selor, especially upon the woolen schedule, and I heold in my
hand the letter of the chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House, dated January 26, 1897, in his own hand-
writing, introducing Colonel Tichenor, confidential adviser of
the committee, to two gentlemen—the president and the sec-
retary of the American Woolen Manufacturers’ Association. I
also hold in my hand Colonel Tichenor’s letter to Governor Ding-
ley, found among his papers, dated Washington, D. C., June
26, 1897, in which he calls attention to the fact that various
changes have been made by the Senate committee in its bill
on wools of classes 1 and 2, and reciting what he regarded as
proper paragraphs covering yarns, cloths, blankets, and women’s
dress goods.

I have had such confidence in his knowledge in the mechanism
of this tariff schedule, and I have had so many evidences of
his dissatisfaction with the excesses and extravagances that
have crept into the assessments of these rates, that I have taken
the liberty to cut out of this yellow manuseript containing his
notes upon the tariff law of 1897 this one, being in the form
of a letter to Governor Dingley—paragraph 376 as Colonel
Tichenor thought it ought to have been written in the Dingley
tariff law.

Mr. ALDRICH. Has the Senator put that letter in the
RECoRD? A

Mr. DOLLIVER. I hawve it not at hand here. I have a great
mass of papers that I have not brought forward so as to avoid
controversies of one sort and another which I do not desire to
have arise at this stage of our proceedings.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. DOLLIVER. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. JONES (when his name was called). I am paired with
the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Samura]. I trans-
fer that pair to my colleague [Mr. Pimes], and I vote “nay.”

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an-
nounced—yeas 30, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—30.
Bacon Clay Hughes Overman
Bankhead Culberson Johns Ala., Owen
Beveridge Cummins La Follette Paynter
Bristow Davis McLaurin B:-‘yner
Brown Dolliver Taliaferro
Burkett Fletcher Money Taylor
Chamberlaln Foster Nelson
Clapp Gore Newlands

NAYS—41.
Aldrich Crawford Gugggnheim Perkins
Bradley Cullom Heyburn Root
Brandegee Curtis Johnson, N. Dak. Secott
Briggs w Jones Smith, Mich,
f Bulieley Dick Kean Smoot
Burnham Dillingham Lodge Stephenson
Burrows Dixon McCumber Sutherland
Burton du Pont Nixon Warner
Carter Flint Oliver
Clark, Wyo. Gallinger Page
Crane Gamble Penrose

NOT VOTING—20.

Blkins Piles Smith, 8.C.
gg&"l{ Frazier Richardson Stone
Bourne Frye Shively Tillman
Clarke, Ark. Hale Simmons Warren
Daniel McEnery Smith, Md. Wetmore

So Mr. Doruiver's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paragraph is agreed to
as amended. The next paragraph will be read.

The Secretary read paragraph 377, as follows:

377. On women's and children's dress goods, coat linings, Itallan
cloths, bunting, and goods of similar description or character com-
posed wholly or in part of wool, and not specially provided for in this

section, the duty shall be 11 cents Fer square yard; and in addition
thereto on all the foregoing valued at not above 70 cents per pound, 50

per cent ad valorem; valued above 70 cents per pound, 55 per cent
ad valorem: Provided, That on all the- foregoing weighing over 4
ounces per square yard
schedule on cloths,

the duty shall be the same as imposed by this
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Mr., DOLLIVER. I desire to offer a substitute for para-
graph 377,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
proposed amendment.

The SecrerarY. In lieu of paragraph 377, it is proposed to
insert a new paragraph 377, as follows:

377. Women's and children’s dress goods, coat llnings, Italian cloths,
bunting, and goods of similar character or description, composed wholly
or in part of wool, not specially provided for in this section, 12 cents
per square yard and 35 per cent ad valorem: Provided, That on all
the foregoing weighing over 4 ounces per square yard the duty shall
be the same as imposed by this schedule on cloths.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from Iowa.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the paragraph be agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Paragraph 377 will be agreed
to. The amendment of the committee in the next paragraph
will be stated.

The SecrerarY. In paragraph 378, page 132, line 15, the com-
mittee proposes to strike out the words * wool hats” and insert
the word “including,” so as to make the paragraph read:

878. On clothing, readr-made. and articles of wearing apparel of
every description, including shawyls whether knitted or woven, and
knitted articles of every description made up or manufactured wholly
or in part, felts not woven, and not speclally provided for in this sec-
tion, composed wholly or in gurt of wool, the duty per pound shall be
four times the duty imposed by this section on one pound of unwashed
wool of the first class, and in addition thereto 60 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to offer a substitute for the para-
graph.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be read.

The Secrerary. In lleu of paragraph 378 it is proposed to
insert:

378. Clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel of every
description, incinding shawls whether knitted or woven, and knitted
articles of every description, made up or manufactured wholly or in
part, felts not- woven, and not specia]lg' provided for in this section,
composged wholly or in part-of wool, 44 cents per pound on the wool
contained therein, and in addition thereto 6O per cent ad valorem.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa.

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The paragraph as amended
is agreed to. The next paragraph will be read.

The Secretary read the next paragraph, as follows:

379. Webbings, gorings, suspenders, braces, bandings,' beltin, bind-
Ings, Dbraids, galloons, edgings, insertings, flounecin g?'frlnges?s' imps,
cords, cords and tassels, ribbons, ornaments, laces, tr mmings, ang arti-
cles made wholly or in part of lace, embrolderies and all articles em-
broidered by hand or machinery, head nmets, nettings, buttons or barrel
buttons or buttons of other forms for tassels or ornmaments, and manu-
factures of wool ornamented with beads or sfnnglea of whatever ma-
terial composed, any of the foregoing made of wool or of which wool
is a component material, whether containing india rubber or not, 5O
cents per pound and 60 per cent ad wvalorem.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to offer a substitute for para-
graph 379.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

The SECRETARY,
insert:

879. Webbings, gorings, bandings, beltings, bindings, bralds, gall
edgings, lnsertﬁ? s, flouncings, fl-ﬁges. Eimps, cords,,;scords :zﬁr.lgtn::el}g:

ribbons, ornaments, laces, trimmings, and articles made wholly or i
of lnce.’ embroideriés and all articles embroidered b et maly

The Secretary will read the

The amendment will be read.
In lieu of paragraph 379 it is proposed to

hand or machi
head nets, nettings, buttons or barrel buttons or bgttona of other f?lﬁ:l?l;

for tassels or ormaments, and manufactures of wool ornamented with
beads or spangles of whatever material composed, any of the foregoing
made wool or of which wool is a component material, whether con-
taining india rubber or not, 50 cents per pound on the wool contained
therein and in addition thereto 60 Fer cent ad valorem: Provided, That
B¢ this mction Tshail Feoed 100 per mt o bl nder Beheduly: K
:saiessed thereon at 100 per cent ad valorem. SO QLR Bl De

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to say a word about
the proviso. The main part of the amendment is the pending
paragraph, except that it provides for the compensatory assess-
ment of a specific duty on the basis of the wool contents of the
article rather than upon the weight of the article itself. T have
already discussed that question somewhat at length, and I will
not say anything more about it except that if the duty is as-
sessed upon the wool contents of the article it will be very mate-
rially less than if it is assessed at random upon the weight of
the article without regard to the wool that is in it. But the
proviso coming in at the end of these paragraphs, which under-
takes to assess duties upon articles manufactured of wool, is
intended for a very distinct purpose, and it is by this statute
to make it hereafter unlawful to assess any duties, specific or
ad valorem or compound, upon any of these articles which in
the aggregate raise the duty above 100 per cent ad valorem. I

have every reason to believe that the maximum limit of the
duty will not only adequately but amply protect every woolen
manufacturing interest in the United States, and I have an idea
that the Senate conld do nothing more calenlated to popularize
the wool tariff than to take it out of the mouths of its enemies
to say that we have so framed it that in any case the duty can
rise in the neighborhood of 200 per cent. I say, make a maxi-
mum duty 100 per cent—no legitimate American manufacturing
interest can suffer—and we have at least taken a step in the
direction of refuting the evil reputation that has for so many
years clustered about this schedule.

I am anxious also to have it done for another reason, I will say
to the Senator from Rhode Island. Ibelieve that it is the duty
of the Senate and of its committees and of the joint commitfee
upon conference to take some careful, well-considered steps to
revise the woolen schedule. This amendment brings into ques-
tion practically every paragraph in it and puts within the juris-
diction of the committee of conference all the questions which
it would be necessary for them to examine in giving the Con-
gress and the country the benefit of a final, careful, conscien-
tious, patriotic review of this schedule, with a view to its re-
vision according to the platform of our party and according to
the just expectations of the American people.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas und nays were ordered.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I should like to hear the amendment read
again.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
read.

The Secretary again read the amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. The amendment of the Senator from Iowa
contains two changes from the paragraph in existing law and
as reported from the Finance Committee. First, it proposes to
as=ess the duties upon the wool contained in these articles, which
is an entire revolution and destruction of the wool tariff duties.
If we are going to assess the duties upon wool contained in
these different articles, we might as well abolish the wool sched-
ule entirely.

The second proposition of the Senator from Iowa is that no
duty shall be assessed at over 100 per cent ad valorem., This
amendment has been always offered whenever the wool schedule
has been before Congress for consideration. Our friends upon
the other side have always placed great reliance upon a propo-
sition of this kind.

The duties upon wool sometimes in the nature of things
amount to much more than 100 per cent ad valorem. That is
inevitable. As I stated the other night, in suggestions upon
another subject, with a specific duty on first-class wool of 11
cents, and going up gradually for washed and scoured wools,
many times the duty levied for the protection of the American
woolgrower is more than 100 per cent ad valorem, aund in cases
like that, of course, it is necessary that there should be a com-
pengatory duty which is greater than that which is imposed
upon the wool. There are very few cases of this kind in any
event, but if we should undertake to adopt this proposed para-
graph as it stands woolen goods would be imported into the
United States instead of wool.

We have had experience of that kind several times in our
history. In 1883 and in 1894, by an improper adjustment be-
tween the wools and woolens, all the wools were imported info
the United States in the form of wool goods, and the wool-
growers of the country were relegated to a condition which I
will not undertake to describe, but which the Senator from
Montana [Mr. CarTeEr] described this morning in very eloquent
terms.

No; this amendment is only another disgnise for breaking
down the wool and woolen paragraphs by the use of terms
which look well upon their face, but which are in effect de-
structive of the wool tariff.

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Iowa has repeatedly stated
to the Senate that it is possible to measure this duty by the
amount of wool that is contained in the article. Do I under-
stand the Senator from Rhede Island to say that that is not a
fact?

Mr. ALDRICH. I say, practically, that it is not a fact.

Mr. CLAPP. Why practically?

Mr. ALDRICH. Because you can not undertake in a com-
pleted fabric to so dissect it as to find out just what amount of
wool is in it. In the first place, you ecan not tell what the char-
acter of the wool is, whether wool of the first class, second
class, or third class. There is no chemical process which can
tell the difference between the fibers in the various classes of

The amendment will again be

i
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wool. It will be impossible beyond that to tell the precise char-
acter. How are you going to find out about it? We would have
to have in every custom-house in the United States a chemical
laboratory, and not only a chemical laboratory in the ordinary
sense, but a chemiecal laboratory to take into consideration not
every invoice of woolen goods, but every piece of woolen goods
which comes into the United States, because one piece might
contain 90 per cent, the next piece might contain 78 per cent,
and the next piece might contain 60 per cent of wool.

I remember perfectly well the proposition which was made in
the Senate in 1897 which the Senator from Iowa has alluded to.
I was not here when the thing was done, but I remember that
we discussed in the committee scores of times that very propo-
sition. There was not a man then in the Senate, I mean sitting
on this side of the Chamber and anxious to have protective
duties levied on wool and woolens, who did not agree that it was
absolutely impossible to undertake by a chemical examination of
the various cloths what was the actual amount of wool con-
tained in them. i ;

This wool and woolen schedule is very elaborate. The Sena-
tor says we ought to take it up in conference. It is a very
elaborate schedule. It has been considered for years., It has
been agreed to on all hends. The Senator from Iowa must be
as certain as I am that the conference committee between the
two Houses is not going to take up this gquestion with a view

to its adjustment according to new lineg. That would be im--

possible, unless we propose to stay here for six months.

I am quite willing that the body to whom we propose to
refer these matters in the amendment to the maximum and
minimum provisions shall take up the question of the conditions
between these competing countries or of these industries. I
should be very glad to have those people take up this question
of whether any legislation on the wool and woolen dutles is
necessary; but I am absolutely as certain as that I stand here
that, whenever a readjustment is made, if it ever is made, it
can not be made upon the suggestion that as to geods imported
into the United States the rate is going to be fixed by reference
to the amount of wool contained in any of those articles. In
the case of goods brought into the United States, articles of
wearing apparel for instance, how is a customs officer to take
a cloak or a dress or any of those things and cut out a piece
for examination by chemiecal analysis in order to show the actual
percentage of wool? Then, how is anybody going to know
whether that wool is of one class or another, whether it shall
pay the duty of 7 cents a pound or 12 cents a pound? The
whole scheme is as impracticable as it is possible for any
proposition to be.

Mr. CLAPP. My, President, the Senator from Rhode Island
combines two propositions in one. I assume that the customs
officers have got to know what the class of woolen goods may
be under this bill as it is now framed.

Mr. ALDRICH. Ohb, no. .

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. DorLrLiver] says
that twelve years ago this was not a practicable proposition,
but that in the advance in this matter to-day, it has become
practicable. I have sat here, Mr. President, for a couple of
days and have listened to the arguments made by the Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr., LA FoLLETTE]
yesterday, and I must say that it seems to me that they have
not been answered. It does seem to me that some recognition
should be made of the arguments and illustrations offered in
eriticism of this schedule. I have asked a question, and it does
not yet seem to me that the Senator from Rhode Island has
given a sufficient answer why a duty should not be collected on
the wool itself.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr, President, if the Senator wants the evi-
dence of anyone, I can bring him thousands of people who are
engaged practically in the manufacture of these goods, and
they will all tell him just what I tell him and just what the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Samoor], who is a practical manu-
facturer, has told him, that it is utterly impracticable, You
might as well discard the whole wool tarif if you are going to
change the basis of it in this way.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I have heard several propositions
here. I heard the proposition on mercerized cotton, a proposi-
tion that placed the duty some several hundred times above the
possible addition to one grade of mercerized cotton. I sat in
this Chamber and heard the answer made that there was no
remedy for that. I do believe that there is a remedy for these
inequalities, but I am not going to take the time of the Senate
now to discuss them.

The Senator from Rhode Island says that 100 per cent is not
high enough ; that that would force the importation of the goods,
instead of the wool, into the country.

Mr. ALDRICH. I say it might.

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Rhode Island says it might.
I want to ask him if the illustration he made that those woolen
goods came in over a tariff wall of 100 per cent——

Mr, ALDRICH. No.

Mr. CLAPP. Waell, what is proposed here is to place the limit
at 100 per cent.

Mr, SMOOT. I will give the Senator a concrete case——

Mr. ALDRICH. Just one word, and then I shall be very
glad to yield.

Mr. President, this question of adjustment between wool and
woolens has been before Congress as an active, live question
since 1867 on the present basis. The best men who were ever
in this body, or in any other, have considered this question
very carefully, and have considered every aspect of it from top
to bottom. The present law is based upon the act which Mr.
McKinley introduced in the House of Representatives, and which
became a law in 1890. The present law was framed and re-
ported to the House of Representatives by Governor Dingley;
and I think there was no man who has ever had a seat in
either House of Congress who pursued his investigations upon
questions of this kind with more intelligence and more con-
scientious care for the interests of the Government and the
interests of the people of the Upited States than did Governor
Dingley. Mr. Allison, who =at in this Chamber, gave months
and months to the consideration of this case. Has there been
any newly discovered wisdom and virtue in regard to this mat-
ter; have there been any new experts brought here or suggested
in reference to this matter, that the judgment of these men
should be overthrown unpon the mere say so of anybody? I
think not.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Rhode Island yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. ALDRICH. I yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. CARTER. Undoubtedly the 100 per cent proposed as
the total duty on the imported cloth is necessary as a protec-
tion to the woolgrower of this country. ;

Mr. ALDRICH. That is true. :

Mr. DOLLIVER. But, Mr. President, the duties now col-
lected in a specific form, reduced to their equivalent ad valorem,
are less than 60 per cent.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, it is a question merely of
valuation which classifies. I think it will appear as a fact
capable of demonstration that the average cost to our com-
petitors of producing wool is more than 11 cents per pound,
and at anything less than 16 cents a pound the American wool-
grower must go out of business. Even at 16 cents per pound
he can not continue his investment unless totally disregarding
profits upon it and depreciation as well.

Mr. WARREN. Right along the line of the remarks made by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ArpricH], who has just
taken his seat, I have a few facts here which may throw some
light upon the subject; but before I go into figures, I want to
say that this matter hias been tried both ways in tariff laws. In
1816 the tariff was placed upon manufactures in which wool
was “the article of chief value,” but in the other tariff laws
the duty has alwc_ 3 been put upon the fabric of which * wool
was a component part,” it mattered not whether it was 1 per
cent, 50 per cent, or 100 per cent. That was done, in my judg-
ment, for two reasons—not only to protect the grower of wool,
but also to protect the consumers and laborers of this country.
For instance, if an article came in here that had 5 per cent of
wool and 95 per cent of substitutes, possibly substitutes upon
which there was no duty, it came in practically free; it would
be just that much manufactured in another country coming in
against the manufacturers and laborers of this country and
taking away just that much labor. So that it is maintained
that what is put in here is not entirely a compensation for the
wool which is in it, but is largely to protect the workingmen
and the workingwomen in this country. We have had some
trial of that heretofore.

I now go back to the official fizures for 1880. That was be-
fore the change of the tariff of 1883, which was made against,
as it seems it proved to be against, the interest of the manufac-
turers. As they were in dull business, or out of business, it
reacted upon the woolgrowers and affected them also. These
two industries suffered alike. I will give the official figures.

In 1880 we imported of raw wool—good, pure stock that
could be made up into clothing—128,131,747 pounds. During
that same period we imported only $33,911,093 worth of woolen
goods. It only amounted to that much of the woolen manufac-
tures. All of the balance for our consumption was manufac-
tured at home. That period of success in both lines went on
until the legislation of 1883, which went into effect in 1884. Of

course I am skipping that date because we have not the census
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figures; but we took the census again in 1800. It will be un-
derstood that while ten years passed, three of them would have
been in favor of my contention of increased use of raw wool and
decreased use of manufactured woolen cloth in our imports, as
against seven the other way. So it is fair to presume that
whatever benefits or losses occurred would be the result of about
three or four years’' gain and six or seven years' loss, one de-
ducted from the other. .

Now, we will proceed to sheep. On January 1, 1884, we had
50,626,626 sheep. That was the time when the 1883 tariff went
into effect. Omn January 1, 1804—and I take that period be-
cause it was before the disastrous effect of the Wilson law,
and therefore any losses occurring in that period must have
been, if on account of any tariff regulation, on account of that
tariff of 1883, which went into effect in 1884—from 50,626,620
sheep we went down to 45,048,017, showing a decrease in sheep
of more than five and a half million head.

As I said before, that is really the destruction of seven years
of bad times, caused by bad legislation, less three years of
good, which makes a very great loss, even if you apply it to
the whole ten years; but a still greater loss if applied to the
portion left after the subtraction, giving an equivalent of four
years net.

I will say that in 1880, just before this, we had in this coun-
itry 2,330 woolen manufacturing establishments, all doing a
fairly prosperous business. The value of their product was
$238,085,686. .

Now, we will note the result. We used, in round numbers,
$33,000,000 worth of imported woolen manufactures and over
128,000,000 pounds of imported raw wool at that time. In
1890, ten years thereafter, the 2,330 woolen manufactories had
decreased to 1,693 factories, and the total product of our home
manufacture of wool, with all the growth of the country, which
should have given us a very large increase, amounted to only
$270,527,511, and showed an increase of about 1} per cent per
year, which is infinitesimal when you compare it with the
growth of the population for that time. In the meantime, in-
stead of $33,000,000 worth of imported woolens, we imported
over fifty-six and a half.million dollars’ worth.

When it comes to the importations of wool, which, with the
great increase in the manufacture of woolen cloth and the in-
crease in population, ought to have shown a very great result,
they had shrunk to 105,431,285 pounds. That shows the effect
of permitting manufactures of wooler goods to come in here
to the detriment of both the woolgrower and the manufacturer,
but more especially to the detriment of the laboring class of
peogle who would find employment in the manufacture of these
goods.

The goods might have but one thread of wool, or they might
be all cotton; but, at the same time, if we can manufacture
the goods here, the whole labor engaged in the manufacture is
done by our own citizens and, therefore, adds that much to the
wealth of the country.

Mr. BACON, Mr. President, will the Senator from Wyoming
permit me to ask him a question?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Wyoming yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr, WARREN. I do.

Mr. BACON. The Senator speaks about the number of sheep
and their diminution along about 1894 and 1805. I want to call
the attention of the Senator to the figures for 1903 and 1905.
It appears that in 1903 we had 63,964,876 sheep, and that two
years thereafter we had only 45,170,423, a decrease of more
than 18,000,000. How does the Senator account for that? That
was almost ten years after the Wilson bill was passed.

Mr. WARREN. I am very glad the Senator asked that
question. The first figures that he read, if he will notice, are
not from the census, or mid-census, that occurs every five years
between the decennial censuses, but are made up, without any
regard to the figures of the census, upon estimates sent in.
Such figures merely represent their opinions, while I am quoting
from the official figures of the census of the United States.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me
a moment——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Wyoming yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. WARREN. Yes.

Mr. CARTER. I will state to the Senator from Georgia that
which is generally known, and I think he will at once take
note of it. The European wool market became thoroughly
demoralized in 1902, The lowest price was reached for wool
in the European market in 1903 that had ever been reached in
the history of the wool market.

The result of that demoralization was the introduction into
our markets, notwithstanding our duties, of an excess of Buro-

pean wool for sale at any price, and it was sold in many in-
stances at a very great loss. The Senator will recall the mar-
ket disturbances that occurred in England beginning with and
growing out of the Boer war, the great demand for money, the

Jinability to hold stocks that had accumulated, and the conse-

quent throwing upon the market of the wool that had aceumu-
lated. That wool found its way into the American market with
the duty paid. If it had not been for our duty at that time there
would have been the most ruinous prices in this country ever
encountered in the history of the trade.

Mr, BACON. If the-Senator will pardon me for just a mo-
ment, I want to say that my object in calling attention to it
was to illustrate the fact that our friends on the other side of
the Chamber, when they are in the wrong, can always find some
other reasons for it than those which are to be attributed to
the tariff, if it happened to occur during the existence of a pro-
tective tariff. They find some reasons other than the tariff
for the panic of 1907, although they do not think there could
have been any other reason for the panic of 1893 and 1894.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator asked me a question, and I hope
he will permit me to answer.

Mr. BACON. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I was not re-
sponsible for the Senator not having an opportunity to answer.

Mr. WARREN. I have carefully examined the figures as to
sheep, and I want to say that if the Senator will look upon a
certain page of the report of the Woolen Manufacturers’ Asso-
clation he will find the total given as 38,000,000 at the time the
official statistics here give the number at about 54,000,000.
Those figures vary greatly; but when you come to examine the
matter, you find that the association has taken into considera-
tion only the grown sheep that were sheared and has excluded
all the others.

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will permit me right there; he
does not think any of those inaccuracies occurred when the cen-
sus was taken in regard to the number of sheep along about
%1189-1? I suppose the figures are always absolutely accurate

en.

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will allow me to finish, there
is another thing in connection with a census of sheep. There
is a time when a lamb becomes a sheep, or a calf becomes old
enough to count; but those dates have been shifted in the
counting of sheep. On the 25th day of December you may ask
any farmer how many sheep he has and he will give you the
number of grown sheep; but if you ask him after he has sepa-
rated his flocks, taken his inventory, and arranged his bands
for winter, then the lambs have become more than half a year
ollld, and so in counting he puts them into the regular list of
sheep.

The Senator will find recorded the differences that I men-
tioned. There have been times of difference, but when we ac-
cept these regular census figures of the United States, taken
every decade, we do so with the assurance that they have been
taken the same way every time and can be depended upon for
each ten-year period.

Mr. BACON. Well, Mr. President, I do not dispute that at
all; but I simply want to call attention to the fact that here is
a fluctuation, according to these figures, of 18,000,000 sheep,
and when that is called to the attention of Senators on the
other side, these reasons are given why they are inaccurate;
but Senators never recognize any inaccuracy when they hold
up the fact that there was a diminution of sheep along about
the nineties, after the Wilson bill was passed.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to add a word on
both subjects which were previously discussed by the Senator
from Rhode Island. The question is whether it is impossible
with modern apparatus to report at the custom-house the exact
wool contents of a cloth containing wool. The Senator from
Rhode Island says it is not. I say fo you that it is. Within
the last few years we have installed there apparatus by which
in more than one way the exact wool contents of a piece of
cloth can be determined with accuracy. You ean do it without
chemicals by merely taking the cloth, removing the wool fibers
from a square yard of it, and weighing them; and that is done
every day, according to the testimony of Mr. Clark, the expert
of the Department of Commerce and Labor engaged in this
textile-industry business. .

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. CARTER. Accepting the statement of the Senator,
which I hope is correct, and bave no doubt it is correct——

Mr. DOLLIVER. The Senator’s confidence does not appear
to be shared by his colleague from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. It certainly is not.

BT A P e




3048

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JUNE 10,

Mr. CARTER. T will be glad to have the Senator permit
me to finish the question. The Senator now states—and I say I
hope it is troe, and beenuse of his statement I accept if—that it is
possible by a chemical analysis to determine the quantity of
wool in a given garment composed of wool and other material. .

Assuming that to be true, what could be done in the way of
a chemieal analysis of the beautiful and tast>ful necktie the
Senator is now wearing should it appear for assessment at the
custom-housge? Would you put it through a chemical process,
and then offer it for sale?

Mr. DOLLIVER. The present Treasury regulations require
these materials to be accompanied by samples from which the
character of these goods can be tested, and if they do not now
sufliciently do =0, it does net require very much ingenuity to
require a dress presented here to be accompanied by an authen-
tic snmple of the material of which it is composed. In the case
of ready-made clothing, however, it is not uncommon to take
one suit of clothes and sacrifice it to the good cause of getting
the duty accurately assessed.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish again to say to the Senator from Towa
that no man living can take a piece of woolen cloth that is
manufactured as the great bulk of woolen cloths are manu-
factured in this eountry to-day, cut out a sample, pull out the
fibers, weigh them, and tell the amount of the wool in a yard.

Mr. CARTER. Or quality.

Mr. DOLLIVER. We are not looking for quality just now.

Mr., SMOOT., I want to say to the Senator that many times
flocks, and I mean by “flocks™ the shearings from a piece of
cloth that has no fiber whatever, is fulled into cassimeres and
put upon the back of the cloth to make up the weight.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That can not be accounted for by counting
the threads evidently.

Mr. SMOOT., There are no threads in flocks; there is no fiber
in flocks. )

Mr. DOLLIVER.
of cloth.

Mr. SMOOT. They put it into the cloth to give it welght;
it never was woven there; it never was in the thread.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I should be glad if the Senator would wait
a moment, as I desire to ask him another question. He can
answer both propositions together.

Mr. SMOOT. Very well; I will answer later.

AMr. DOLLIVER. I put into the Recorp this morning the
statement made by the textile expert of the Department of
Commerce and Labor, who appeared before the Ways and
Means Committee of the House, in which he said exactly what
I am now saying and told exactly how the business is done. I
know that he told the truth, because in the humble office where
I have been trying to transact a little good business for the
last few weeks I bave had the exact machinery and the exact
chemicals by which every item of wool in any kind of cloth
is almost instantaneously reported by the almost total destruc-
tion of all other contents of the cloth.

When I saw that done before me, when I found myself able
to take a piece of cloth, partly cotton or other vegetable matter,
and destroy absolutely the vegetable fiber, leaving undisturbed
the wool fiber in a practically pure condition, I knew that the
textile expert of the Department of Commerce and Labor told
the truth when he said the custom-house is now equipped with
adequate facilities to report with absolute accuracy the wool
contained in every cloth that is in question there.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want fo say to the Senator
from JTowa that T know, as well as he or any living man, that
the wool fiber of a piece of goods can be determined by a chem-
ical analysis. I have never disputed the question that the wool
within the cloth could be tested as against vegetable fiber, and
the Senator from Iowa can not say that I have ever said to the
contrary ; but I do say

Mr. DOLLIVER. But the Senator's honored colleague from
Rhode Island made a very elaborate statement that led people
to think in that direction,

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I said, and I repeat, that it is
not practicable to attempt to make such an examination of
goods coming into this country as to accurately define what the
rates of duty should be.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, yesterday this question was dis-
cussed here. T said then that where a piece of cloth was mixed
with wool and cotton the chemical test would show the amount
of animal fiber and vegetable fiber in it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. No; the chemical fest in that case totally
destroys the vegetable fiber.

There must be fiber and thread in a piece

Mr. SMOOT. Then, if it destroys it, what is left will show
what was destroyed. That is the only way that it ean be shewn.
I have tested thousands and thousands of pieces of cloth, and
I say that no living man can take a piece of cloth and, as the
Senator from Iowa stated, by pulling the fiber out and weighing
t;milﬁber tell the amount of wool that is contained in a yard of
cloth.

Mr, DOLLIVER. Would the Senator from Utak mind an-
swering me a question?

Mr. SMOOT. Let me finish the answer to this question, and
then I will answer any other question with pleasure.

As I said, woolen cloths are frequently made heavier by
shearings or tlocks being sewed in and fulled in the back.
They full them in the texture; they are not woven in the cloth.
The cloth is fulled from 72 inches to 54 inches, the flocks are
fulled in between the threads and become part of the back of
the cloth; but as soon as the fibers of the threads are drawn
out they drop to the ground, and there is no fiber in flocks.
But that is not what we are trying to get at here.

No foreign manufacturer would ever think of importing
cloths into this country with cotton in them if they were to be
subject to a chemical test. They would use rags, mungo, and
waste of the lowest kinds that are of animal fiber, and no
chemical test would ever show them. No one could show
whether they were 80 per cent wool and 20 per cent animal
fiber, consisting of wool waste, or 40 per cent animal fiber and
60 per cent wool. It is impossible for the Senator or anybody
elge to correctly make such a test.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am going to ask the privilege of resuming
for a minute at this point.

Mr, SMOOT. Of course I do not want to trespass upon the
time of the Senator from Iowa, if he objects.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I want the Senator to have a very full
opportunity to go into this business, but it has a tendency to
obscure the purpose of my remarks,

Mr. SMOOT. Not in the least.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Although I am glad to say it does not
have a tendency to refute them. 8o I will ask to resume and
will yield presently. .

Mr. SMOOT. May I answer the question of the Senator
from Minnesota?

AMr. DOLLIVER. I shall be glad to have the Senator engage
in a controversy with the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. SMOOT. The question that was asked by the Senator
from Minnesota as to the 100 per cent amendment of the Sen-
ator from Iowa, and also by the Senator from North Dakota,
is a fair one, and perhaps upon its face looks absolutely just.
But let me ecall attention to what the result of that might be
and would have been in the year 1902 if there had been this
limit of 100 per cent, as by the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa i8 put to this section, which means all the wool
schedule and would take in all the wool schedule, as the amend-
ment provides. This would be the result: If wool had a duty
of 11 cents on it as it has to-day, and the foreign price of wool
was 11 cents, then there would be 100 per cent on the wool and
not one single solitary cent protection for the manufacturers
of goods. What would be the result?

Mr. DOLLIVER. But the 100 per cent stands at the ecustom-
house, and no manufacturer of foreign goods could approach
that custom-house without getting ready to pay his 100 per
cent on the goods.

Mr, SMOOT. He has an advantage right there, upon the
price of the wool, of 100 per cent, and so if it stands there
what advantage would it be to the American manufacturer?
None whatever. The result would be that instead of shipping
wool here, the manufactured articles would come in.

Mr. CLAPP. Does the Senator from Utah contend that under
the amendment of the Senator from Iowa woolen goods could
be shipped in here by paying a duty equal only to 100 per cent
on the price of the wool itself?

Mr, SMOOT. I claim that if wool, as it was in 1902, was
down to 11 cents—and I want to say these medinm wools were
in bond in New York that year for 104 cents—if that were the
case, then there would be no protection whatever for our manu-
facturers as long as we had 11 cents duty on wool. That is ex-
actly what this amendment would amount to if perchance the
wool should drop to that price to-day.

Mr. CLAPP. Suppose wool dropped to any price. Da I un-
derstand the Senator to say that the manufacturer of woolen
goods under this amendment would have no protection except
the 100 per cent on the wool itself?

Mr. SMOOT. If the amendment that the Senator from Iowa

has offered was adopted, they would not have.
Mr, CLAPP. That is what we are discussing—the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa.
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Mr. SMOOT. That is just what I say. If only 100 per cent
was upon the wool alone, then the American manufacturer
would have no protection upon the manufacture of the goods.

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator has just admitted that the Amer-
jean manufacturer would be protected on his manufactured
article by the amendment of the Senator from Iowa, without
reference to the 100 per cent on the wool itself.

Mr. SMOOT. No; Mr. President, I never in the world ad-
mitted that, but =said just to the contrary.

Mr. CLAPP. Then I ask the Senator again if he means that
under this amendment, if wool was worth only 11 cents a
pound——

Mr. SMOOT. In a foreign country.

Mr. CLAPP. In a foreign country——

Mr. SMOOT. And 22 cents here.

Mr. CLAPP. And cloth was imported into this country
worth a dollar a yard, the only duty would be 11 cents, be-
cause that would be 100 per cent on the wool. If that is not
80, then there is nothing to the argument.

Mr. SMOOT. I say this: If wool in a foreign country was 11
cents, and we had to pay here 22 cents for the same grade of
home wcol, then that is 100 per cent the manufacturers start
out against them in manufacturing as against the foreign com-
petitor.

Mr., CLAPP. In manufacturing foreign wool.

Mr. SMOOT. What is the difference?

Mr. CLAPP. We are protecting the domestic wool.

Mr. SMOOT. What is the difference if the price here is 22
cents for the domestic wool?

Mr, ALDRICH. Does the Senator from Minnesota think it
would be desirable so to arrange these duties that the goods
would all come in in manufactired form, as they certainly
would under his suggestion?

Mr. SMOOT. They certainly would.

Mr, ALDRICH. If the foreign manufacturer buys his wool
at 11 cents and the American manufacturer pays 22, and there
is not an adequate protection upon the woolen cloth, of course
all the wool will come in in manufactured form. That is per-
fectly obvious.

Mr. CLAPP.
amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. Absolutely,

Mr. CLAPP. It can not be.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is my judgment,

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Iowa yield to me for
a moment?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr., NELSON. As an illustration of the peculiarities of the
woolen schedule, T desire to call the attention of the Senator
from Iowa—for it is no use to call the attention of anyone
else—to paragraph 376 in the bill, which is paragraph 368 of
the Dingley law.

Mr. DOLLIVER. To what paragraph does the Senator refer?

Mr. NELSON. Paragraph 376, on page 131, being paragraph
868 of the Dingley Act. That provides, and the law is identical :

On women's and children's dress goods,
and goods of similar deqcriﬁtiou andgchgﬁacctggtoyﬁg ch Itﬁﬂlfvr&rﬂ"ﬁgﬁ:
sists wholly of cotton or other vegetable material with the remainder of
the fabric composed wholly or in part of wool, valued at not exceeding
15 cents per square yard, the duty shall be 7 cents per square yard.

In that case, when a piece of cloth of that kind comes in
they have to determine whether the warp is all cotton or vege:
table fiber.

Mr. DOLLIVER. They have; unless the Senator from Utah
is there on the spot to convince them it can not be done,

Mr. NELSON. And they have to determine as to the filling,
whether there is any wool in it. They have to separate the
filling from the warp in that case.

Mr. DOLLIVER. They would be fairly successful in that
if they could keep the Senator from Utah away.

Mr. NELSON. I want to call the attention of the Senator
from Iowa to a further fact.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr, NELSON. The Senafor from Utah will please rest
quietly while I am talking to the Senator from Iowa,

Mr. SMOOT. Ob, yes; I am resting.

Mr. NELSON. I read from Tariff Notes:

Importations of women's and children's dress
Itnua?m cloths, and similar goods, the wa consﬁtl%??ﬁoﬁ?%tu;iftﬁ
or other wvegetable material, the remainder of the fabric consisting
wholly or in part of wool: Value, $2,950,121.95; duties, $2,959,029.76;
ad valorem, 100,

A little over a hundred per cent on a cloth where the warp
itself was entirely cotton and where there could not by any
possibility have been more wool than just the filling. Would
not that amount practically to a duty of 200 per cent, or nearly
that, on the wool in the cloth?

Undoubtedly ; but that is not the scope of this
’

Mr. DOLLIVER. It requires a sort of aerial system of
navigation to tell exactly what that would amount to.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator allow me for a moment?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest to the Senator from Minnesota
that the fact that there was $2,900,000 worth of these goods
imported, upon which a duty of $2,000,000 was assessed, is the
very best evidence in the world that under existing conditions
that duty is not excessive,

Mr. DOLLIVER. That importation was an insignificant
item compared with the vast item of domestic production within
that line of business, as the Senator from Rhode Island well
knows.

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope so.

Mr. SMOOT. The intimation, of course, was that the Sen-
ator from Utah had in some way denied the fact that a cotton
warp could be determined. I never have stated that it could
not be determined. I never have stated that wool filling could
not be determined. Anybody knows that it can be determined,
but that is entirely different from determining the quality as
to the woolen thread, whether it is waste wool or pure wool.

Mr, DOLLIVER. The Senator will also do me the credit of
saying that I never pretended that there was any process which
would report the various grades and values of the wool con-
tained in cloth or anything else, except the wool fiber itself.,
That is all I have contended for, and I am anxious to have
these duties, which purport to be compensatory to the people
who have lost money by reason of buying American wool, as-
sessed upon the basis of the wool content of the cloth, for the
very purpose of avoiding appearance of humbuggery and decep-
tion as well as extortion that is involved in the situation in
which we now live.

That has another advantage. As I said the other day, this
inability to sort the character of cloths, classifying the wool-
fiber content in it, makes this bill as I propose to amend it
practically as high as the Senate bill, so far as goods are con-
cerned actually of wool and not taking into account the char-
acter of the wool. This simply undertakes to prevent the
assessment of the wool compensatory duty upon cotton cloth.

Mr., SMOOT. In further evidence of what the Senator from
Rhode Island said in relation to every piece of cloth being
tested—and it would require the testing of every piece of
cloth—I want to say that I have made cassimere for one cloth-
ing manufacturer with 15 per cent of cotton, and have made
exactly the same identical pattern of cassimere with all wool
in it. The price was different, but no cne on earth could tell
the difference from looking at the cloth, and no one could tell
without testing it by a chemical test. Therefore any foreign
manufacturer could have a hundred looms running, and he
conld have half of them running on all-wool goods and the
other half on the goods with 20 or 25 per cent of cotton. Those
goods could be shipped in the same identical bale, and unless
they were tested, and every piece of them tested, no one would
know or could tell whether it was all wool or whether it was
part cotton.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Does not the Senator know that only 1 pack-
age out of 10 imported is sampled and examined now in the
appraiser's department, and if that package is found to corre-
spond to the invoice the consignment is passed by the customs
officials as correct? Is not that taken as conclusive?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; if—

Mr. DOLLIVER. If all the packages of imported goods were
sampled and examined, no building could be put up in New
York large enough to accommodate the transaction which the
Senator seems to think is necessary in connection with imported
merchandise.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator had better reverse that, and say
that would be the case if his amendment were accepted here,
I am perfectly aware of the fact that under the present law the
administration of goods entering here is such that one sample
of goods out of a case or bale is sufficient; but if the Senator’s
amendment was accepted here every piece would have to be
tested, and there would not be buildings enough, as he says, in
New York for the purpose.

Mr. DOLLIVER. On the contrary, a very simple Treasvry
regulation, such as I shall offer in a mement as an amendment,
would make it just as simple to assess these woolens upon tais
basis as to tell whether silk is gummed or ungummed.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator from Iowa allow me
to ask a question of the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator gave an illustration frem

his own business a moment ago, in which he said he had masde
a piece of cloth; what was it?
Mr, SMOOT,

Cassimere.
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. Which had 15 per cent of wool in it.

Mr, SMOOT. Oh, no; of cotton.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Cotton; and then another one of exactly
the same pattern of all wool, Is that correct?

Mr. SMOOT. All wool.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yet the Senator had the benefit of the
compensatory duty on the one containing 15 per cent of cotton,
precisely as on the one containing all wool. Is that correct?

Mr, SMOOT. I am very glad——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; I am going to follow it by another
question.

Mr. SMOOT. It is not correct from the very fact that I
stated, when I stated the circumstance, that I sold for less money
the goods containing 15 per cent of cotton than the goods of
all wool. Therefore I did not take advantage of the com-
pensatory duty.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The compensatory duty, as I understand,
is based upon the supposition that there are about 4 pounds
of wool in 1 pound of cloth. Is that correct?

Mr. SMOOT. That is correct as a supposition, but sometimes
it takes more than that.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Pardon me until I ask a question. Then
I will ask the Senator from Rhode Island one perhaps.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will be glad to answer the Senator’'s
question.

Mr.- BEVERIDGE. I know, but the illustration that the
Senator from Utah gave is a little bit troublesome. Both of
these pieces of cloth, both of which were supposed, so far as
the theory of the compensatory duty is concerned, to be all
wool, were operated on precisely alike by the compensatory
duty, if they were operated on at all. There is plainly 15 per
cent of error, to put it very mildly and kindly; and does not
the Senator from Utah think that something ought to be done
to correet such a situation?

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that he is wrong
again when he says——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If I am wrong, I am taking the Sen-
ator's own statement.

Mr. SMOOT. And the Senator will acknowledge it. He
says there is a difference there of 15 per cent.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. You said that.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. There was 15 per cent of cotton in
the piece of goods. Yet it took just as much work—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am not talking about work.

Mr. SMOOT. It was finished just in the same way; it was
pressed in the same press; and there was upon it all the work
that it took to make the all-wool piece of goods.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But the compensatory duty is not based
upon the work or the press or anything else. It is based upon
the amount of wool, and the Senator said he made one piece of
cassimere that contained 15 per cent of cotton and the rest
wool, and another one of precisely the same pattern that con-
tained no cotton and all wool. There was, on the Senator’s
statement, a discrepancy of 15 per cent, and yet the compen-
satory duty, which is based upon the supposition that the piece
contains all wool, operates on both alike. ]

Mr. SMOOT. If they were sold at the same price——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It operates regardless of the selling or
the work or the labor or any of .the rest of the elements the
Senator has spoken of, because it is based upon the matter of
wool.

As a matter of faet, since the Senator from Utah will not
answer it, T will ask the Senator from Rhode Island a question.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will be very glad to answer.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It was in my mind a moment ago. I
Jistened to his argument, demonstrating to his satisfaction
that the proposition was objectionable because it was not prac-
ticable to test how much woel was in a piece of cloth. But the
Senator from Towa immediately followed that by a statement
that he had seen the operation under his own eyes. He further
followed that by the statement that at present the method is
to require—or it could be done—an examination of a sample of
ihe various goods that come in. I ask the Senator from Rhode
Island this question: Assuming that this method is practicable,
does not the Senator think it would be better to have the com-
pensatory duty based upon the actual amount of wool in a piece
of cloth, instead of upon the incorrect assumption that it is all
wool, when it is not? I ask that question upon the assumption
that it is practicable to do so. :

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Indiana evidently has not
read thig schedule, or perhaps any paragraphs in it, if he sup-
poses that the compensatory duty in all these paragraphs, as
applicable to all kinds of woolen goods, is four times the amount
of the duty put upon first-class wool.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Ob, no.

Mr. ALDRICH. What does the Senator think is the com-
pensatory duty as fixed in the different paragraphs? Will the
Senator explain that?

Mr. BEVERIDGH. I wish the Senator would not get away
from my question by bringing up here something else.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will not. :

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I listened to the Senator's very plausible
statement that the chief objection to the method as proposed
by the Senator from Iowa was that it was not practicable, for
various reasons which he advanced. That was followed imme-
diately by the statement of the Senator from Iowa that he had
actually seen the process before his own eyes, and therefore he
personally knew it could be done. So my question is confined
to this: If the Senator from Rhode Island should happen to
be incorrect about its not being practicable, and if the Senator
from Iowa is correct in saying it is practicable, would it not be
a fairer thing, a better thing? The Senator can answer that
yes or no, or as he pleases.

Mr. ALDRICH. The compensatory duties in this schedule
are graduated according to the percentage of wool which is
probably in the cloth. To use the illustration which the Senator
from Utah has used, a cloth which had 85 per cent of wool
pays a different compensatory duty from a cloth which has 15
per cent of wool, according to the value of the cloth. These
provisions in regard to compensatory duties are very complex
in their character. They have been figured accurately as to
the value of the goods. There are scores of compensatory
duties in these various paragraphs, if the Senator from Indiana
would take the time to examine them. This idea that 4
pounds of wool would apply in all cases is very misleading.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr, President——

Mr. ALDRICH. It applies to only a very small percentage
of the importations; and in the other paragraphs the percentages
are fixed according to the value of the goods, and the value of
the goods is regulated by the amount of wool in it. These
goods which contain 15 per cent of wool and 85 per cent of
cotton would probably pay 20 cents a yard difference. Some of
these goods pay only T cents a yard and others 44 cents com-
pensatory duty. The compensatory duty runs, as I have just
stated, from 7 cents to 44 cents to the yard, and that difference
in' compensatory, duty is fixed by the value of the goods, and
the value of the goods is fixed by the percentage of wool in
almost all these cases.

The Senator from Indiana will see that if we adopt a new
scale of compensatory duties, the whole schedule has to be
turned upside down and adjusted according to this new sched-
ule, because the value of the goods is not dependent entirely
upon the proportion of wool that it contains, That might be the
very worst test of the value of the goods. For instance, as
the Senator from Utah has suggested, it might in one case be
composed of flocks, of waste, or of any kind of material which
is of the lowest possible value, and in another ease it might
be composed of all first-class wool. I say again, a test de-
pendent only upon the proportion of wool to the entire fabric
would be extremely misleading.

Now, beyond that, the value of these goods depends upon
the other materials as well as upon the wool contained in
them. They might be silk, for instance. A cloth might be com-
posed of wool and silk—of a mixture of wool and silk—when
the silk itself would be more valuable than the wool—three or
four times, four or five, eight or ten times as valuable as the
wool. To undertake to fix the compensatory duty upon that
single element of all these elements which go info the values
of these various cloths would be most unreasonable and most
inaccurate—that is, if we want to assess these duties as we
should, with a spirit of fairness over the entire scale.

The proposition of the Senator from Iowa turns the whole
woolen schedule into chaos and confusion, and I venture to
say that no expert in the world could within the next three
weeks or the next three months undertake to readjust this
schedule along the lines which the Senator from Jowa has
suggested.

Now I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr, CLAPP. I certainly do not mean to question the purpose
of any Senator, but it does so happen that whenever we ask a
question we never can get the attempt at an answer directed
to the question itself. It may not be wise to base the woolen
schedule upon the wool itself, but I take it that the compensa-
tory duty on woolen goods is measured in relation to the wool
and not in relation to the cotton. The Senator from Utah stated
yesterday a piece of goods which might be called * woolen
goods ” might have a percentage of cotton in it and yet be just
as valuable as though that percentage of cotton was in fact
wool. If that is true—

Mr. SMOOT. Wool waste.
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Mr. CLAPP. Wool waste. I do not care what you call it.
If that is true, then the Senator from Indiana is absolutely
right—that if two pieces of goods were of the same value, and
one of them contanined 15 per cent of cotton, the compensatory
duty protecting both of those pieces of goods would be abso-
Iutely the same amount, although one of them had only 85 per
cent of wool.

I am not discussing at this time the wisdom of this. I am
discussing the question of the Senator from Indiana, and I say
again, he is absolutely right. -If the prices of the two pieces of
goods are the same, though one of those pieces may have 25 or
even 50 per cent of cotton in it, in the woolen schedule it is
protected and compensated by the same identical compensatory
duty as though every fiber was wool.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a
question? Suppose there are two fabrics, one containing 75
per cent of pure wool, clean wool, and the other containing 75
per cent of rags. Does the Senator think they ought to pay
the same compensatory duty?

Mr. CLAPP. I do not.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is the whole guestion.

Mr. CLAPP. But I do think the compensatory duty levied
in the woolen schedule should be limited to the wool and not
apply to cotton.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is exactly what this schedule does and
always has, by levying twice in one case the amount of duty
upon first class, two and a half times in another case, three in
another, and four in another, all based upon the idea that a
certain percentage of wool appears in these fabrics. The whole
schedule has been arranged precisely upon that basis.

Mr. CLAPP. With reference to the value of the goods, not
with reference to the proportion of wool in them.

Mr. ALDRICH. Because the value of the goods——

Mr. CLAPP. Admit that—

Mr. ALDRICH. Because the value of the goods is the only
test which experience has shown could be applied. That is the
reason.

Mr. CLAPP. It is the only fest that has heretofore been

applied.
Mr. ALDRICH. It is the only test that now can be applied.
Mr. CLAPP. That may be, but nevertheless the Senator

from Indiana and myself are correct when we say that under
this woolen schedule a compensatory duty based on wool may
apply to goods made in part of cotton, and pay the same duty
if that piece of goods happened to be of the same value of an-
other piece made entirely of wool.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is undoubtedly true. That is always
true of any specific duty which covers a wide range of goods
and a certain range of value. It must always apply unequally,
There is nobody here who denies that or doubts it. Of course
you can not make a specific rate unless you want to have thou-
sands and thousands of items in these schedules. You can
not make a specific rate of duty which would apply to every
piece of cloth that was imported. You must have certain pro-
visions as to value and as to the character of the goods. Under
the present law the test of value is the test of the proportion
of wool contained, and I say that is the only practical test that
can possibly be applied.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, just one word further.
In the illustration given by the Senator from Minnesota, two
pieces of goods of equal value, one containing 50 per cent wool
and the other 100 per cent waste or anything, no matter what
it consists of, are subjected to the same compensatory duty,
and does it not amount practically to just that much more
duty upon such cotton as may be in it? Is it not an additional
protection to cotton, under the guise of wool, when cotton has
already been protected highly?

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Indiana is taking a
practically impossible case. Suppose it were possible, which
could not be true

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Suppose
might happen.

Mr. ALDRICH. Let me suggest to the Senator from Indiana
why it is not possible. If one cloth contains 85 per cent cot-
ton and 15 per cent wool, and another clo#h contains 15 per
cent wool and 85 per cent cotton, the value would not be the
same, and could not possibly be. That is out of the question.
So the Senator is speaking about a case which never could
arise.
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then, will the Senator answer a hypo-
thetical case, although it is based upon the direct statement
of the Senator from Iowa? Suppose there are two pieces.

it possible; something else

One of them contains a certain per cent of cotton, the other a
certaln per cent of what you call waste—wool waste. Does

it not follow that you give the cotton the full protection in
addition?

Mr. ALDRICH. If the fabric was composed in part of cot-
ton and in part of wool waste, those facts would fix the value
high enough, the foreign value as well as the domestic value,
and it would be assessed for duty in proportion to that value,
at a rate based upon that value. That is the only test, I say
again, that can possibly be applied.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. So we are all agreed, so far as this class
goes, that the compensatory duty depends, after all, on the
amount of cotton. The cotton is determined by the price. The
price therefore is the test as to the amount of cotton in it, and
the purpose in determining the compensatory duty according to
the price is to determine how much cotton there is in it. Now,
that being the case—

Mr. ALDRICH. That does not follow at all.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Did not the Senator say that?

Mr. ALDRICH. It might be cotton or anything else.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I meant to say that the amount of wool
was determined by the price. The price is the test as to the
amount of wool.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator should have put the proposi-
tion the other way., The wool determines the price, not the
price the wool.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well; it is a question of testing the
amount of wool in a piece of goods, which is determined by the
price. 8o it reduces itself to the fact that the only test is the
amount of wool which is in the piece of goods on which what
we are {rying to determine is the price. Now, the question, it
seems to me, is whether that is the best and the most accurate
test. The Senator from Iowa says that the exact amount of
wool in the piece of goods can be scientifically determined. If
that should be true, if that is practicable, would not that be
the better and more just method, because it must be apparent
even to an uninstructed man, and I confess I am one, that the
price could not accurately measure the amount of wool? It
has beeen demonstrated here by exact figures——

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator is mistaken on two points. In
the first place, it is not possible practically to determine with
such——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Iowa said he had seen
it under his own eyes.

Mr. ALDRICH. Everything can be done in a laboratory if
you have time and space enough.

Mr., BEVERIDGE. I understand the Senator will not an-
swer the supposititions guestion, which is based on the direct
statement of the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will answer it in a moment. I say In the
first place this method of assessing duties is not practical:
and if it were practical, I will say that, if the proportion of
wool contained should be shown by a chemical test, it is not
an accurate test of the value of the goods, and can not be in
the nature of things. Seventy-five per cent of waste or 75 per
cent of pure wool would be assessed at the same duty, and
that certainly is not just or accurate or proper as a basis for
the collection of duties,

So, if even the Senator’s first contention was correct, and I
say it is not, his last contention would fall, because it does not
afford an accurate test of the value of the goods.

Mr. McLAURIN. Mr. President, on Tuesday last, the Sth of
this month, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. HeyBurN]| made a
statement that shortly before that time the price of wool had
dropped from 21 to 12 cents a pound. I asked the innocent
question whether the Wilson tariff law had anything to do with
causing that drop. I think it was a very pertinent question,
for the reason that everything that has happened wrong in
this Government since 1892 has been attributed by the Repub-
lican party to the Wilson tariff law, which was enacted on the
28th day of August, 1804, The senior Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. WarreN] offered to answer that question by saying that
wool, during the existence of the Wilson tariff act, was sold
in his State at from 4} to 6 cents a pound. I did not think
that that was relevant to the question that I propounded. I do
not suppose that the Senator from Wyoming thought so. But
that was the best that could be answered.

I have here the prices of wool, given in the American Wool
and Cotton Reporfer for January 2, 1896, which was a part of
the time when the Wilson tariff law was in effect, and it does
not show that in Wyoming any ‘wool was as low as 4} or 6 cents
a pound; but the lowest was from 7 to 9 cents a pound.

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator permit me?

Mr. McLAURIN. Certainly.

Mr., WARREN. Are the prices given there the prices in
Wyoming or the prices on the market?
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Mr. McLAURIN. Yes, sir; and the prices all over the
country.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator may rely upon the Wool and
Cotton Reporter, but I will produce, if he will give me time,
certificate after certificate showing the exact amount of money
received from an exact amount of wool; and in some places it
went down as low as between 4 and 5 cents a pound to the
grower, loaded on the cars, for the entire clip.

Mr. McLAURIN. Of course there may have been straggling
instances of a very inferior grade of wool that went down as
low as 44 cents, but this American Wool and Cotton Reporter
published——

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—

Mr. McLAURIN. In one moment. It is published by Frank
P. Bennett & Co.,, of Boston, Mass, and is considered an
authority.

Mr. WARREN. By the Senator from Mississippi. DBut
would he put a published price-current list from a Boston news-
paper against the accounts of sale in actual transactions in
Wyoming?

Mr, McLAURIN. I think it is an authority all over this
country. It certainly is not a free-trnde journal. It is a pro-
tective journal and protective people edit and publish it.

Mr. WARREN. At present; but let me say to the Senator-——

Mr. McLAURIN. At that time.

Mr. WARREN. Yes. Let me say to the Senator, first, that
I have seen the Wool and Cotton Reporter probably almost since
its first issupe came out. I know the gentleman he speaks of well,
and I have known him for many years. I know something of
the wool market. I want to say to the Senator, without any
refleetion upon Mr. Bennett or his paper, the Cotton and Wool
Reporter, that clips which sold for less than 5 cents during the
time mentioned have since been contracted for on the sheep’s
back at as high as 24 cents.

Mr. McLAURIN, I can hardly understand how those clips
that were sold for 6 and 7 cents could have been contracted for
afterwards on the sheep’s back. But, aside from that——

Mr. WARREN. The Senator evades the question.

Mr, McLAURIN. I am not begging the question.

Mr. WARREN. He understands what I meant., A elip for
the year 1907 would be loaded on the ears and perhaps bring 5
cents a pound, or even less. The clip from the same sheep the
following year might bring an entirely different figure, and it
would be the same clip, in the way we speak of such matters.

Mr. McLAURIN. Yes, Mr. President. Here is the American
Wool and Cotton Reporter, devoted exclusively to this business,
in Boston, Mass.; 530 Atlantic avenue, I believe, is where they
do business, This book gives the price of these articles every
year. It is'a paper that is edited, and it gives the price every
year; and here is the price that is given as the lowest price in
Wyoming in 1896. There is one article of wool here as low as
T to 9 cents, another from 8 to 11 cents, and another from 10 to
12 cents in the State of Wyoming. The lowest that is given is
burred and defective wool in the State of California, that is
from 6 to T cents. There is wool here that is quoted as high as
17 to 18 cents in the States of Texas and Georgia.

I do not desire to take up the time of the Senate, but I ask
to insert this in the Recorp without reading if. It will give the
prices of these wools, and I think that even the Senator from
Wyoming may rely upon it.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, it may be that I shall have
to go to Boston and to some building on Atlantic avenue to
find out what the prices of wool have been in Wyoming, but I
want to say to the Senator that the prices of wool in Wyoming
have been as I stated. While most of those men who were
compelled to take 5 and 6 cents were so ashamed of such a
low price that they might hesitate about producing their
vouchers, I can, nevertheless, show invoice after invoice, return
after return of accounis of sales from men who do business
along the same avenue, Atlantic avenue, in Boston, in proof
of the low prices I have indieated, and which will show that
the figures the Senator is now asking us to accept as the rule
in Wyoming are totally and absolutely wide of the facts, so
far as prices of Wyoming wool in Wyoming are concerned.
But, Mr. President, the price of Wyoming wool in Boston would,
of course, show 2% to 4 cents increase, on account of transporta-
tion, commission, and other charges, the railroad freight alone
costing 1% to 2} cents per pound.

Mr. McLAURIN. I wasjust wondering how high the Senator
from Wyoming would be to have to go down to the seventh
story of a building in Boston.

Mr. WARREN. It depends upon how low down I would have
to go to get to the low price of wool

Mr. McLAURIN. I am not in favor of free wool; I favor a
revenue tariff on wool; but I am not in favor of a tariff on
manufactured goods and then a tariff on wool, and then adding
another tariff to the manufacturer to compensate him for the
privilege that he gives to the Congress of the United States to
tax wool. That is what is meant by a compensatory duty.

Mr. WARREN.' I have no doubt but that the Senator legis-
lates always as honestly as it is possible for the Senator from
Wyoming or any other Senator in this body to legislate.

Mr. McLAURIN. ’ These are statistics that I think are reli-
able. I ask unanimous consent to insert them in the REcorp
without reading them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Keax in the chair). With-
out objection, the request of the Senator from Mississippi will
be complied with.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Quotations of leading grades of wool in the scaboard markets.

[From the American Wool and Cotton Reporter, January 2, 1806.]

WASHED CLOTHING FLEECES.

Cents.
Ohio. Pennsylvania, and West Virgin 1a xx and above . 19 -20
Ohjo, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia 17418
Ohlo. Pennsylvania, and West Virginia \Io b AN O
No. 1, & combing________ 29 28
Ohlo Permsylvanla and West Virginla No. 2o __ 22
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Yirginia coarse. e e e o 22
\Ilchlm Wisconsin, and New York X s.nd ) IR T iy
Michigan, Vincon.sln. and New York No. 20 -21
No. 1, & bleached, combing. 21 22
Michigan, Wisconsin, and New York No. 2 21 22
Michigan, Wisconsin, and New York coarse 21 =22
. WASHED COMBING AND DELAINE.
Fine delaine, Ohio and Pen 1vania_ 20 -21
Fine delaine, Michigan and Wisconsin 18 -19
No. 1 combing, B and ; b!mclmd 22 -23
No. 2 ¢ b - 23 =28
Coarse comblng. brusk “ 21 -22
UNWASHED COMBING.
3 blood 17 -18
Kentucky, Indiana, and similar nool | 1T N S e i 18 -19
Illinois, Missouri, ‘and Wi 17 -18
Coarse, braid___ 17 -18
UNWASHED LIGHT AND. BRIGHT.
Ohlo and Pennsylvania fine, unmercerized 15
Michigan and New York fine, unmercerized 13 -14
Ohio and Pennsylvania fine, unwashed 14
Michigan and New York fine, unwashed 12 -13
& blood unwashed 16 =17
Kentucky; Indiana, and similar wools, § and % bleached_______ 17 -18
Illinols, Missouri, and Wisconsin 18 =17
Coarse, unwashed N 15 ~16
Bucks. 9 -10
TEXAS, GEORGIA, AND LAKE.
Spring, 12 months, choice. 12 -13
Spring, average 11 12
Spring, 6 to 8 months 10 =11
Fall olce 10 =11
Fall average 9 -10
Georgin and lake 18 -19
CALIFORNIA.
Northern spring, free. 12 ~1§
Middle country, spring 11 -12
Southern spring 9 -10
Burry and defective 8=-1
Free fall, northern ST T
Free fall, southern 10
Defective, fall RSO, 6 =T
OREGON.
Eastern Oregon, choice 12 -13
Eastern Oregon, average 10 11
Bastern Oregon, heavy ? =10
Valley Oregon, No. 1 1’.f
Valley Oregon, No. 2 S 13
Valley Oregonm, Now B c e 15
TERRITORY
fine. = 10 -1
I[g:.gg fine, medium 11 =12
Idaho medinm - 12 -13
Kansas fine and fine mediom__ 1 .12
Kansas medium — _ 14
Wyoming fine. T-90
Wyoming ﬁne medinm_ . — " 8 _1}
Wyoming medium 10 -12
Utah fine 10 -11
Utah fine, medlum 12 -13
Utah medinm 14 -15
Dakota fine 11 -12
Dakota fine, I 12 13
Dakota medinm 14 -15
Montana fine, clioice 12 -13
Montana fine, average . mee T =12
Montana flne, mediamy s 13 -14
Montana fine, medinm average. 12 -13
Montana medium, choice 14 15
Montana: medium, average 13 —14
Montana low - 18
Washington fine. 8 -10

——
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Cents
“Washington fine, medlum._. 10 11
Wailington mediony OF fA- T e e Y N I R R St 11 -12
Colorado fine R h |
Colorado fine, medium 10 =12
Colorado medium 12 -13

Colorado eoarse
Southern Colorado and New Mexico, unimproved_

Bouthern Colorado and New Mexico, improved - ________ 13 -16
ARTZONA.
Heavy eclips B -0
Aver:? clips 11
Btrictly cholee 13
WESTERN AXD ORDINARY PULLED, SCOURED.
Extra and fine A ! 82 —88
A lambs____ s - 30 =31
B lambs._____ 26 -27
Cilamba______ 20 =23
N e e e 15 -18
Combing, nominal 28 -30
CHOICE BREUSHED, SCOURED.
Extra and flne A 34 -36
A lambs 21 -a2
&l LT 111 - P e e e T VL e G o e Lo 28 =29
C lambs e 23 =25
ety n DR Ty R e e e e e S e S e O AT, 29 -30
Fine combing, nominal 82 35
California finest 38 35,
California second _ 30 -32
California defective 20 -30
FOREIGN.
Australian :
Combing, c¢hoice _ 21 24
Combing, good 19 —-21
“Crosshreds 22 -24
Clothing 18 =20
Choicest clothing 21 -24
Cape and Natal 14 <16
Montevideo 15 —16
South American, pulled —_____ 27 =29
English coarse 24 -26
English § to § —— 25
Canadian bed, fleece 25 26
Cahadian combed, Palled o e e 26 -27
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I rise for only a moment to

say that it strikes me that the most unique argument advanced’
against any :amendment to this bill is the argument advanced
by the Senator from Rhode Island. In substance it is that
the wool schedule is of such a complicated character that you
ought not to change it in any particular, because that would
involve a revision of the whole schedule.

Mr, President, I was foolish enough to believe when this
session of Congress met that we were ‘to revise the tariff, and
if there was any one schedule in the whole tariff bill ithat
needed revision it was the woolen schedule. The cotton sched-
ule is a very complicated schedule, but perhaps not as much
as the woolen schedule. Yet the Senator from Rhode Island
found mo difficulty in advanecing and changing the duties in.
the cotton schedule. I think if the Finance Committee had
given their attention to the wool schedule they could have had
an opportunity, and the Senate would have given them an
opporfunity, to consider that schedule. It will not do to come
in and say that this schedule is so complicated, so artistic, so
artificial, that to meddle with it in any particular now would
involve a revision of that schedule, and we have not time to
go into that work now; that it should be done at some future
time. There is always a future time in the .eyes of some
people when we attempt to make reforms. They are always
postponing the work of reform. So here we have been told in
reference to the woolen schednle: “To be sure there may be
incongruities in if, but it is too late to do anything now; we
will have to postpone. it to some other time.”

Now, that, it seems to me, is not such a revision of the tariff
as the Republican party contemplated and assured the people
of the country of in the last campaign.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, T have only a word or two
to say in response to the suggestions of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. McLavrix]. The statements which T made as to
the price of wool and sheep were based upon my own personal
knowledge and not taken from any trade journal. T know what
was offered for wool at the period to which I referred in 1896,
I saw 2,000,000 pounds of wool at Mountain Home, in Tdaho—
and I can give the specific facts—that were under shelter wait-
ing for a market, and I saw the wool buyer who was there for
the purpose of securing the wool. I talked with him. I saw a
number of wool owners who live there. I :saw the proprietor

of the warehouse in which the wool was sheltered. T gained my
The best offer Tor ‘that wool,

knowledge from those people.

.| which was a high-grade wool, was 6 cents a pound. T made per-
sonal inguiry in order that I might know facts from the original

party. The parties at Mountain Home did not sell it for 6 cents
a pound, but that was the best offer they got. 1 spoke ‘to them
that night and I told them to held on to their wool, that the
‘Republican party was coming into power and that conditions
would be restored under which their wool would be worth a
great deal more. So far as those people were concerned they
did not sell the wool.

I went to Caldwell, in the State of Idaho, on the line of the

| road, and I saw practically the same .conditions, with approxi-

mately ‘the same gquantities of wool. I saw those men in con-
versation 'with the would-be purchaser. I knew him and talked
to him and talked to the men, and I gave them the same adviee,
and ‘there was a great deal of that wool that was held over
auntil the price had advanced and the people were able to market
it. There were some ‘people ‘who were so situated, financially,
that they could not carry their weol over, and ‘they sold it Tor
what they could get. Some 'borrowed enough money upon the
‘wool to enable them tfo carry it. But the picture T gave the
day before yesterday in regard to the conditions of the wool
market there was not taken from any Boston trade journal.

Mr. WARREN obtained the floor.

Mr. McLAURIN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from "Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. MoLAURIN. If the Senator from Wyoming has the floor

1 T will wait until he gets through. I wish to make one-or two

remarks ‘in reference to what was ‘said by the Senator from
Tdaho.

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator wishes, I will yield now.

Mr. McLATURIN. T just want to say that the Senator from
Idaho has been late in giving us ‘this disguisition on the wodl
market in 'his ‘State during the time of the Wilson law. He did
not undertake to do that day before yesterday when this matter
was ‘up. That which ‘brought out the controversy was this
language of the Senator from Tdaho :

1 saw wool not very long ago drop from 21 cents to 12 cents.

Now, that is what was said by the Senator with reference——

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi wield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. McLAURIN. Justawait a moment. After a eolleguy had
oceurred between the Senator from Wyoming and me, the Sena-
tor from Idaho said:

I will eall his attention to figures, however, which have been handed
4o me. In 1896, 88,208,183 sheep sold for $65,167,735; that is, they
‘were averaged at that; and in the year of grace 1007, 53,240,282 sheep
had a wvalue of $204,210,129. A mere Inspection of the figures is
sufficient.

That is what he said.

Mr. HEYBURN. That was eleven years after the period——

Mr. McLAURIN. That is all right; but the point I want to
make is that the Senator has given his testimony as to the price
of wool during the time of the existence of the Wilson law.
That ‘testimony he did not give day before yesterday, and I
guess it onght to be closed out, because it is not in rebuttal, and
he ought to have put in all of his direct evidence in his case.

Mr. HEYBURN. Will the Senator permit me at that point?

Mr. McLAURIN. Certainly.

Mr. HEYBURN. The price to which I referred, which was
in 1907, was double the price that wool was at the lowest point
under the Wilson law.

Mr. McLAURIN. Now, Mr. President, the Senator from
Idaho in his statement is correct as far as he knows anything
about it in his State, in his neighborhood; but in opposition to
his information and his knowledge about it I put on record
the American Wool and Cotton Reporter——

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator will permit me just a
moment, the price to which wool fell under the financial dis-
turbance of nearly two years ago was the result of the financial
condition of the -country at that short period of time, but it
revived so quickly after the Republican party had readjusted
the finances of the country and brought about the change that
probably a very small quantity of wool, if any, was sold at that
reduced price.

Mr. McCLAURIN. I should like to ask the Senator from Idaho
if he meant two years ago during the panic when he said it
dropped not long ago from 21 to 12 cents?

Mr. HEYBURN, T referred to a period two years ago or
thereabouts.
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Mr. McLAURIN. As I understood the Senator day before
yesterday, the remedy was applied overnight, and the whole
trouble was cured the next morning.

Mr. HEYBURN. I was speaking within the range of the
liberty of speech. I was demonstrating a position, illustrating
a point, and the language was sufficiently applicable, So I do
not feel called upon to state how many days or hours we were
considering the financial measure.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President——

Mr. McLAURIN. With the Senator’s permission, I will yield
in just a moment. I should like to ask the Senator from Iowa
if wool remained at the price of 12 cents until the rearrange-
ment by the Republican party of the financial laws of the
country ?

Mr. HEYBURN. It did not happen to be at a time of the
year when wool was being sold. The wool had been marketed
at a very much better price, from 164 to 18} cents, which is
always a good price for wool.

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator, the minimum in
one case was in the neighborhood of 4 or 5 cents during the
panic and advanced to 8, 9, 11, 12, or whatever the statement
made by the Senator, according to the class of wool and where
it was.

Mr. HEYBURN. While I used 1906, it was true in 1905 and
it was true all the time that the Wilson-Gorman law was in
force. I do not mean those exact figures, but as the market
became exhausted or drained the price of wool went down; the
herds had decreased, and there was nothing to bring it up until
the absolute assurance contained in the duty provided by
the Dingley law, which brought confidence to investment, confi-
dence to the owners, and confidence to the purchasers of the
product.

Mr. McLAURIN. Does the Senator understand that the
Wilsonr law was in force in 1905 or 19067

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator from Mississippi, I know, does
not intend to draw schoolmaster lines. Of course that was an
inadvertence of speech. We were speaking all the time of
when the Wilson-Gorman law was in effect, which was in
1804-95, and since, and until the Republicans changed it in
1897.

Mr. McLAURIN. I thought the Senator just a while ago
was speaking of the time of the panic of 1907.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not think the Senator's mind is at all
confused as between those periods or as to the application of
my remarks to the respective periods.

Mr. McLAURIN. The Senator’s mind is not confused. It is
a matter of the confusion of language by the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. WARREN. I have observed with no particular appre-
hension the system of reformm which prevails here. I am a
friend of reform. I am myself a reformer. The reform my
friend the Senator from Iowa seeks to effect is one that I hope
he will be successful in demonstrating; that is, this test of wool
and woolens was easily made here in the Senate from the testi-
mony of a Senator, but it is very difficult practically.

I will be glad to join the Senator when that time shall come
when those who have practical knowledge of the subject ecan
accept his theory; but it seems to me, Mr. President, that we
ought to be guided somewhat by experience at all times, and
certainly if we are about to effect a radical reform.

Now, if I shall give no offense to certain Senators present,
and there are none whom I respect more, I may say that, re-
garding this proposed test, “I am from Missouri, and I have
got to be shown.” I go back to the experience of this country
in the various tariff laws; I have searched them carefully, and
they go back as far as 1790, After trial, up to 1816, the tariff
law of that year was fixed to apply to such materials as we are
now discussing under this amendment, as “ manufactures of
which wool is the material of chief value.” We had long years
of trial under that, and in 1824 the tariff read “ of which wool
is a component part”” We have gone on, tariff law after tariff
law: we have followed that along, and our friends on the other
side, to whom I hope I give no offense, in their tariff law of
1894 made it read the same way, notwithstanding the same law
made wool absolutely free. They were so certain that the
tests ought to be applied in the way of assessing the duty on
manufactured goods, where wool was a component part, that
they used the same language respecting this particular section.
All the other sections applied the same way to cloth that was
made of part wool; in other words, they assessed the same duty
upon an article in which wool was a component part, whether
it was 1 per cent or 99 per cent wool.

So I say to my esteemed friend from Iowa—whom T expect
to follow some time when he has got his reform sufficiently
complefe so that we may possibly swallow it—that I would
rather trust to the Nation’s experience that has been passed
along to us, and been tried satisfactorily by both parties. I
would rather wait until we have got more than the approval
of one Senator, to whom some specialist has beea able to demon-
strate in the Senator’s committee room that it is possible to
determine under some ciremmstances whether certain goods con-
tain a bit of wool or a bit of cotton or some substitute.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Towa [Mr. DoLLIVER],
on which the yeas and nays have been ordered. The Secretary
will call the roll.

The Secretary proceeded to ecall the roll.

Mr. JONES (when the name of Mr. PiLes was called). My
colleague [Mr. PrLes] is paired for the remainder of the day
with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmiTH].

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LODGE (after having voted in the negative). I ask if
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Cray], with whom I am paired,
has voted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
he has not.

Mr. LODGE. Having a general pair with that Senator, I
withdraw my vote.

Mr. WARREN (after having voted in the negative).
if the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MoxgY] has voted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that
the Senator from Mississippi has not voted.

Mr. WARREN. I wish an arrangemeént made, so that he
may stand paired with the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Boursg]
for the remainder of the day. I say that, of course, in case the
Senator remains away from the Chamber, as I understand he
has left for the day.

The result was announced—yeas 32, nays 43, as follows:

The Chair is informed that

I ask

YEAB—32.
Bacon Culberson Hughes Owen
Bankhead Cummins Johnston, Ala. Paynter
Beverldge Davis La Follette Rayner
Bristow Dolliver MecLaurin Simmons
Brown Fletcher Martin Smith, Mda
Burkett Foster Nelson Stone
Chamberlain Frazier Newlands Taliaferro
Clapp Gore Overman Taylor

NAYS—43.
Aldrich Crane Gamble Penrose
Borah Crawford Guggenheim Perkins
Bradley Cullom Heyburn Root
Brandegee Curtis Johnson, N, Dak. Scott
Briggs Depew Jones Smith, Mich,
Bulkeley Dick Kean Smoot
Burnham Dillingham MeCumber Stephenson
Burrows Dixon McEnery Sutherland
Burton du Pont Nixon Warner
Carter Flint Oliver Warren
Clark, Wyo. Gallinger Page

NOT VOTING—16.

Bailey Daniel Lodge Shively
Bourne, Elkins Money Smith, 8. C.
Clarke, Ark. Frye Piles Tillman
Clay Hale Richardson Wetmore

So Mr. DorLiver's amendment was rejected.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment on page 135, line 12.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the pending paragraph may first
be agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the absence of objection,
the paragraph is agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The amendment which I offer is an extra
paragraph. I shall not ask to have it read, as it is adminis-
trative in character, and calculated to throw some light upon
amendments that have previously been voted upon, which, but
for the appearance of this amendment in the Recorp, might
be a little obscure. As I have said, I shall not even ask to
have it read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the absence of objection,
the proposed amendment will be printed in the REecorp.

The amendment referred to is as follows:

Page 1385, after line 12, insert the following:

o 35‘1![!. All invoices of manufactured or partly manufactured articles
subject to duty under this schedule shall specify separately the quan-
tity of wool contained in every such article, and duty shall not be

assessed upon a less quantity of wool than so stated in the invoice, and
any such artlcle concerning which the invoice does not specify the
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qunntity of wool shall be assessed as if composed wholly of wool.
This schedule shall take effect ninety days after the passage of thls
au:ti imdd until that time Schedule K of the act approved July 24, 1897,
entitle
courage the industries of the United States,’ shall remain in full foree
and effect.”

Mr. DOLLIVER. Now, Mr. President, I desire to return to

paragraph 370, with a view of offering an amendment to ‘that
paragraph.

Mr. ALDRICH. It will be necessary to ask for a reconsider-
ation of the vote by which that paragraph was adopted; and
I ask that the vote be reconsidered, for the purpose of allowing
the Senator from Jowa [Mr. DeorrivEr] to offer his amend-
ment.

Mr. BURKETT. It seems to me that the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver] should be
acted upon one way or the other.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I do not desire to have any-
thing more done with the amendment than to have it printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to recon-
sidering the vote by which paragraph 370 was agreed to? The
Chair hears none. The amendment proposed by the Senator
from Towa to that paragraph will be stated.

The SECRETARY. At the end of the paragraph it is proposed to
strike ont the period and in lieu thereof to insert a colon and
the following proviso:

Provided, That In no event shall the duty on any of the foregoing
articles in paragraphs 368, 869, or 370 exceed 60 per cent ad valorem.

Mr, DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I desire to say that those
paragraphs are the ones which assess ‘the duties upon by-prod-
ucts of worsted manufacture, what are eommonly called “wool
extracts” and “wool wastes,”” One of the most pathetic com-
plaints made to me—and I confess that it has touched my sympa-
thies considerably—Iis the fact that the framework of our duties
on wool is such that only the wools of the lighter shrinkage can
be imported, thereby excluding a large part of the woolen-manu-
facturing interests of the TUnited BStates from the right to
participate in the foreign sool market, and leaving them to
supplement the shortage of their home supply for manu-
facturing purposes by buying where they ean noils and these
various forms of wastes and wool extracts. They claim that
the men who make these wastes are the men who are com-
peting with them for the privilege of selling goods in this
market.

They say, with a force that has greatly impressed me, that
the law ought not to leave them to be dealt with on the extor-
tionate terms of those who are interested in a business which,
aecording to many statements that have been made here, has
in some way practically extinguished the profits of the carded
woolen manufactures, the knit-goods manufactures, and other
-of the more humble forms of woolen-goods manufactures in the
United States, They say—and I stand ready to make their
statements good—that the rates which we have fixed on these
wastes, or some of them, rise to an incredible equivalent ad
wvalorem percentage. They are willing to pay as much on these
wastes as the equivalent ad valorem which people are ealled
upon to pay on wool, but they do not like to be compelled to
buy of their eompetitors the neecessary materials of their craft
protected by a rate higher than we have been accustomed to
nssess on wool itself. 1 %

Consequently, I have drawn that little amendment, attaching
it to paragraph 370, and providing that these wool wastes ghall
be assessed just exactly as this bill assesses them, but that none
of ‘the articles mentioned in these paragraphs shall, in the ag-
gregate, bear a duty in excess of 60 per cent. That equalizes
them and places that level of charge and assessment high
enough adequately to protect all interests and to deliver them,
so they say, out of the hands of their adversaries.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, the Senator might just as well
extend his amendment to include all the wool of all the farms and
ranches of the United States as to include only these so-called
“yastes.” Tt must be remembered that these wastes are a prod-
uct of scoured wool, superlor to the seoured wool itself, except
as to noils.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And rags.

Mr. CARTER. The rags of the world we do not desire to in-
vite into the market or into the clothing of the people of the
United States.

Mr. President, the Senator’s amendment does mot apply ‘to
rags exclusively. It takes in quantities of wool advanced in the
cost of manufacture beyond 'the scoured stage, and reduces the
duty of 11 cents a pound on wool of the first elass in certain

‘An act to provide revenue for the Government and to en-

market-eonditions to less than 5 cents per pound alleged protec-
tion. That reduetion would bring 'us to a point in the wool-
growing industry in this country which would be no better than
free trade in wool, because the one would destroy the flocks as
quickly as the other. .

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, what the Senator from
Montana says would be true if the faets back of his statement
could be verified; but the truth is that the equivalent ad
valorem upon wool is now 45 per cent—not more, and possibly
Jess—and it would be a godsend to States like Montana and
Wyoming if they could be sure that they would have 45 per
cent on the wvalue of their wool standing all the time between
them and the foreign imports of wool into the United States,
‘But I ean demonstrate that this simple scheme of wool assess-
ment takes away from the goed people in Montana and Wyo-
ming what it appears to give them, and that in reality I would be
conferring a blessing upon Montana if I could secure to every
gheep husbandman there an authentic, bona fide ad valorem of
45 per cent on the wool that enters the market of the United
States. I do not desire to mix that question up, although if the
Senator from Montana desires, I will offer another amendment
and ask that they be considered together. It might embarrass

| me if they were both adopted; but they might as well die peace-

Tully in the same transaction. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The SECRETARY. Add at the same place the following pro-
viso:

Provided, That in no case shall the duty wools, wool -wastes

upon
nolls, or any of the foregoing articles in the previous paragraphs of
this schedule exceed 60 per cent ad valorem. s iz N

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the representatives of the
woolgrowers have always believed that an indirect attack,
through wool duties, upon noils and similar products would be
fatal to the wool duties, and I agree with them,

Mr. BACON. I should like to inguire of the Senator from
Towa if I am correct in understanding that the maximuom which
he puts upon wool, according to his own statement, exceeds the
present duty en weol by 15 per cent?

Mr. DOLLIVER. It does; but it is the maximum. I do not
desire to interfere with the actual wool duties that are collected.
Mr. BACON. Is it 15 per cent in excess?

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is the maximum. I am trying to
equalize the duties. We have got here on wools at a given rate
an equivalent ad valorem .of 45 ‘per eent, ahd yet in the same
bill the wool wastes cast up, many of them, in the process of
manufacture are assessed at a higher rate than the assessment
upon wool itself.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I desire to call attention to the
fact that if the price of wool should drop in a foreign country
to 15 cents, under a maximum ad valorem duty of 60 per cent a
pound, we would only have a duty of 9 cents on wool, instead
of 11 eents; and ‘when ‘wool is low is the very time that ‘the
woolgrower wants his protection. I certainly hope that the
amendment will not be adopted.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I ask for the yeas and nays on the first
amendment. I shall not press the second.

Mr. OWEN. Before the yeas and nays are taken I shonld
like to submit -a table giving the actual market value of woal
from 1885 to 1907, as compiled by Messrs. Mauger and Avery,
of New York. I submit this table for the purpose of showing,
in comnection -with the argument made against the suggestions
which T submitted in regard to the relative cost of labor to the
gross product in the matter of woolen yarns and blankets, that
the value of wool has not changed in such a way as to make
any substantial difference in the relation of the labor cost
toward the gross product of the maferial; in other words, the
cost of wool which "has been washed ‘was, in 1898, 20 cents for
fine wool and 34 cents in 1907, a change of 5 cents a pound only.
The tables of Carroll D. Wright were .made up as of 1898 and
wwere printed in 1897, so that his figures on the eost of materials
+will ‘show a comparatively small variation in the priee of wool
in 1898 and 1897,

1 submit also a table of labor eost, showing that the increased
labor cost to 1906, as far as ‘the tables are brought up, was a
little more than the inerease in the price of wool. So thét the
ratio submitted by ‘Carroll D. Wright's tables will not be modi-
fied in any degree whatever by the change in the price of wool
as compared with the change in the labor cost.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the absence of objection,
‘the ‘tables will be printed as requested.

‘The tables referred to Tollow.
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- Market value of
No. 193.—FINE,

MEDIUM, AND COARSE WASHED CLOTHING OHIO FLEECE WOOL IN

wool, 1885 to 1907.

THE EASTERN MARKETS: PRICES AT THE BEGINNING OF

JANUARY, APRIL, JULY, AND OCTOBER, 1885 To 1907.

[Data furnlished by Messrs.

Mauger & Avery, New York.]

January. April. July. October.
el Meat Medi- Medi- Medi
Fine. | "y [Coarse.| Fine. | “ .0~ |Coarse.| Fine. | " |Coarse.| Fine. | ;" |Coarse,
Cents. | Cents. | Cents. | Cents.| Cents.| Cents.| Cents. | Cents, | Cents, | Cents.| Cents.| Cents.
84 83 20 82 82 28 82 81 28 a3 85 32
35 86 82 83 84 30 a3 83 20 85 &8 34
83 88 84 a3 87 83 84 a7 34 a2 36 34
81 85 33 a1 34 33 20 a3 81 a1 54 a
84 38 33 83 87 81 a5 39 a2 a3 a7 81
83 37 29 32 36 29 33 87 29 33 37 31
33 a7 81 32 37 81 81 35 20 81 35 30
30 35 3 20 34 i 28 34 30 29 29
29 83 20 80 82 81 24 26 25 23 24 2
2 24 Pl 21 23 20 20 21 18 19 21 19
173 20 19 163 20 18 18 21 19 18 21 19
19 213 19 19 21 18 17 18 17 18 10 18
19 2 19 n 223 20 215 235 21 v 20 25
29 80 26 20 204 253 28 29 24} 28} 30 243
263 29 24 253 28 24 29 a1} 27 31 23} 29
85 364 813 323 853 ﬁ 28} 313 20 263 gseg 20}
o7 29 26 25 27 25 2% 22 25 o3
253 26% 24 25 265 24 26 25 28 283 254
30 31 27 % ﬁ 2 813 31 27 F - 813 28
333 825 294 © 20§ 323 823 30% 323 83} 313
84 35 36 34 36 36 36 29 36 35 85 34
84 38 36 3 88 36 33 87 86 34 88 a3
34 89 86 4 a8 36 84 36 8 35 38 34

Nore BY Messes. MaveeEr & AVERY.—This table exhibits in a concise form the
In its present sha

wool in the seaboard markets at the keginning of each guarter.
In the special features of character an
thus {s more a basis of value than any other class. Wool, owlni:
ghrink in cleaning, is precluded from speculative operations whie

eondltion, * washed Ohio fleece wool’
to its wide varlety, difference in character and condition, and 1
h apply to products which may be dealt in as * futures.”

rices of the three grades of a standard domestic fleece
t is deemed to be intelligible to all interested In wool.
is less subject to variation tham any other deseri ttl)?ﬂi m%d

y to
For these rea-

sons the prices of wool are not liable to the same changes as cotton, wheat, ete.

Wages and hours of labor.
N0, 109.—WAGES AND HOURS OF LABOR: PER CENT OF INCREASE (4 ) OR DECREASE (—) IN 1906, AS COMPARED WITH PREVIOUS YEARS, IN EM-
PLOYEES, HOURS PER WEEK, WAGES PER HOUR, FULL-TIME WEEKLY EARNINGS PER EMP LOYEE, RETAIL PRICES OF FOOD, AND PURCHASING POWER
OF HOURLY WAGES AND OF FULL-TIME WEEKLY EARNINGS PEE EMPLOYEE, MEASURED BY RETAIL FRICES OF FOOD, 1890 To 1906,

[From reports of the Bureau of Labor, Department of Commerce and Labor.

Computed from the relative figures shown on page 210.]

Per cent of increase (+) or decrease (—) in 1906 as compared with previous years.

Purchasing power,
pﬁg;% . mmrﬁ[ bydrct:;il
Calendar year. e | R o e
Employ- | Hours per | Wages per| Weekly | weig
ees. week. hour. ”’;;Ir“" aecot;;dlug Full-time
employee. | family Hourly Jﬁﬁmia
consump- wages., per

tion. employee,
Average 1800-1899 +42.9 —1.6 +24.2| 4185| 17| +78 +2.4
1800 +50.7 —5.3 +423.8 +17.3 +13.0 + 9.6 +3.9
+46.9 —5.1 +23.8 +17.6 +11.5 +11.1 +5.5
+44.1 —5.1 +23.2 +17.0 +18.5 + 8.5 +3.0
+43.8 —4.9 +23.1 +17°1 +10.8 +I11.3 +5.7
+51.9 —4.4 +26.9 +21.3 +16.0 + 9.3 +4.5
+-48.2 —4.7 +26.3 -+20.4 +18.3 + 6.8 +1.8
+44.9 —d 4 +24.6 +19.1 +21.2 + 2.8 =1.7
+41.6 —4.2 +24.7 +10.5 +20.1 + 8.8 — .6
+34.3 —4.3 -+24.0 +18.6 +17.2 + 6.7 +1.2
+27.56 —3.8 21.8 +17.1 +16.3 + 4.7 + T
+23.6 9.3 +17.7 +18.8 +14.4 + 2.8 28
+20.0 -2.8 +15.0 +11.9 +10.0 + 4.5 FL.T
+15.6 —2.0 +10.7 + B.5 + 4.8 + 6.0 +4.0
+13.0 -1.2 + 6.8 + 5.5 + 4.0 + 1.8 + .6
+13.7 — .5 + 6.2 + 5.6 + 3.6 + 2.5 +2.0
+ 7.0 B + 4.5 + 8.9 + 2.9 + 1.4 +1.0

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On the pending amendment

the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver] has demanded the yeas
nays.

anilrr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, before the yeas and nays
are taken I desire to say another word, which I overlooked.
This amendment does not propose to fix any rate; it fixes a
maximum rate, beyond which the assessment shall not go. In
many cases the specific rate as reported by the Senate com-
mittee will be less than this maximum rate; but in the case of
the cheaper varieties of noils and many varieties of these
wastes, if we allowed the specific rate to stand at 10 cents, as
the Senate committee has fixed it, the equivalent ad valorem
would be something fabulous and very oppressive to these good
people. Therefore I merely include this maximum limitation,
g0 that in the calculation of these specific assessments, when
ihey rise above 60 per cent, these two lines that I put in will
stop it there, thereby not only reducing it somewhat, but equal-
izing it throughout the schedule.

Now, I want to say another word——

Mr. BACON. Before the Senator passes from that, the point
he was on, I wish to know if I understand him correctly. I under-
stand the Senator now to say that, while the 60 per cent maxi-
mum does exceed by 15 per cent the average of the duties on
wool, there are some duties collected under the specifics which
rise above 60 per cent. Am I correct in that?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will say to the Senator from Georgia
that the amendment upon which the vote is about to be taken
does not allude to wool, but is confined entirely to neils and
wool by-products. .

I would Jike to have the attention of my friend from Monfana
[Mr, CarTeEr]. There has never been an hour in my life that I
have not been interested in the prosperity of the section of the
country which has been honored for so many years by his public
service. I am a frequent visitor there. I have become attached
to its people. I have been especially attached to them, because
it seemed to me when I first went there that they were making
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a hard fight. In those twenty years a great many changes for
the better have occurred. Irrigation, increase of population,
variety of agricultural pursuits—all these things have combined
not only to fill up the country with good people, but to put a
great variety of industries upon a sound footing. I have studied
their interests, and I shall never cast a vote here that would
injure or prejudice that great community between the Rocky
Mountains and the ocean, which, within my own lifetime, has
taken a distinet place on the commercial and industrial map of
the United States.

I want to say to the Senator from Montana, to his colleagues,
and to all those who are associated with him in taking care of
the interests of that great community, that they are not being
taken care of under the tariff act of 1897. On the contrary, in
the Senate Chamber within this very week they are being put
forward to apologize for impossible propositions, Every repre-
sentative of the worsted mills has fallen to the rear. Speeches
have been made by these great thinkers and students, speeches
requiring days and weeks of preparation, and they have not
been accorded even the poor compliment of the attendance and
attention of men who are using them in this Chamber to defend
this historic humbug called “ Schedule K ” in the tariff laws of
the United States.

I want to tell them exactly what has been done to their
woolen interests, and I reduced it to writing in the midnight
hour last night in order that I might make it brief, and that it
might at least get a reading if it does not get a hearing in the
Senate of the United States.

The scoured-wool rate of 33 cents per pound is a delusion
and deception, for, of course, no wool would be imported in its
scoured condition and pay a duty of 33 cents per pound when
it can be imported at 11 cents per pound, regardless of its value
or shrinkage, which is equivalent to only about 16 to 20 cents
per scoured pound. In fact, I am advised by numerous wool
experts that on most of the imported wool the duty of 11 cents
per grease pound will only amount to about 19 cents per
scoured pound, owing to the light shrinkage of the wools im-
ported by the worsted manufacturers. It is manifest, there-
fore, that, inasmuch as the present duty of 20 cents per pound
upon noils is based upon the supposition that a scoured duty
of 33 cents per pound is paid, when in fact only about 19 cents
is paid, the proper duty on mnoils should be based upon the
actual average duty per scoured pound collected and not upon
an imaginary duty. If 20 cents per pound were the proper
rate for noils, based on the scoured pound duty of 83 cents
per pound, the proper rate for noils, based upon the actual
average duty paid per scoured pound of only 18 cents, would
be 10 cents per pound. 3

For many years I have wondered why the sheep industry
has been languishing in the United States. I have pored over
the statistics, and every now and then I find that twenty years
ago we had more sheep than we have now. Every now and
then I find a year when the wool production was greater than
it is now. I called in experts to advise me, people capable of
interpreting wool statistics.

They told me things I feel I ought to communicate to the
Benate. They state as a statistical proposition that the wool
industry in America, instead of being helped, has been crushed
and ruined for practical purposes by this obsolete and nearly
forgotten statute of 1867, which has become so sacred in our
jurisprudence that nobody dares to look at it and nobody can
inguire into it without being ordered out of the party which
he has loved and served all the days of his life,

What has become of the sheep of Pennsylvania, of Ohio, of
West Virginia, of Virginia, of the Middle West, of Iowa, of
Minnesota? What has become of that great industry? It has
moved to the West, and you can not even interpret the census
statistics about sheep because when you state that the pounds
of wool have increased along comes some practical man and
gays, “ Yes; the pounds of wool have increased, because on the
sandy areas of the Southwest the wool has accumulated pounds
upon pounds of sand that enter into these statistics of the wool
preduct, as produced by the pound, in the United States.” I
gay, for practical purposes——

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do.

Mr. WARREN. I take it for granted the Senator, after
having so pathetically mentioned here what we all feel a great
deal of sorrow over—the disappearance of sheep in the Eastern
States and some others—wonld not willingly remove them from
the few States left that can produce them.

Mr, DOLLIVER. I am about to offer an amendment to give
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an inducement to the return of sheep not only to the West, but
to the East.

Mr. WARREN. Furthermore, let me say, the Senator may
have better information than I, but I had pretty early infor-
mation. I know I am an older man than the Senator. I am
sure the wools of this country way back many years ago were
caleulated, so far as they grew here, on an average shrinkage
of 663§ per cent, and upon that basis this 3 to 1 scoured wool
ratio was established. That, taking it altogether to-day, is
just about the shrinkage of American wools. Some wools that
may be imported skirted and selected may shrink as low as 20
per cent, but there is no regular wool product of any country
on earth that is imported here or that can be imported which
shrinks very much less than 35 per cent, and from that up to a
shrinkage of even more than the shrinkage of wools of this
country, which I have mentioned.

I want the Senator to tell me, if he will, whether he has had
any delegations of woolgrowers here who insist that we shall
submit to some new process of establishing what the ratio shall
be through this chemiecal operation with which the Senator
has amused himself during the summer evenings lately?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have not had delegations here. I have

| had a good many letters from woolgrowers, and I put into the

Recorp of yesterday's proceedings a very intelligent letter by a
very bright man, the president of the Woolgrowers’ Association
of the State of Minnesota. I do not know that I am ealled upon
to produce witnesses here about this matter. I know that the
carded-woolen industry is here, by as able manufacturers
as ever came into the corridors of this Capitol, asking that
certain things be done and certain evils be remedied, and I
know that instead of being received kindly, as they should have
been received, they have been received with indifference and
with affront by the Finance Committee, or, at least, by mem-
bers of the Finance Committee, as I called to the attention of
the Senate the other day in a little colloquy with the Senator
from Utah.

They feel not only that they have been denied a hearing, but
that they have been denied that respectful consideration which
men ought to have whose business is being destroyed by the
laws of the United States.

I hold in my hand a letter, which I received not very long
ago——

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator right here allow me to ask
him a question regarding the letter which he introduced yes-
terday, and which he says made complaint? If I correctly heard
that letter read, its chief complaint was against allowing im-
portation at lower duty of the very products that the Senator
now wishes to come in cheaper, and advocated that they should
bear a higher duty.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If my friend understood that to be the
complaint of the letter, he shows himself to be a very poor
interpreter of correspondence.

Mr. WARREN. The Becorp will show.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I ask the Secretary to read the letter I
send to the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
requested. -

Mr. DOLLIVER. I want the country to know——

Mr. WARREN. Is this the letter the Senator had read yes-
terday?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I expect the Senator from Wyoming not
to interrupt the serenity of my situation here. It is not the
letter of yesterday.

Mr. WARREN. I should like to have it read again.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I should dislike to have it treated with the
very poor attention it received yesterday.

Mr. WARREN. I should like to have it read again to deter-
mine whether my interpretation or that of the Senator is correct.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Let the Secretary read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read as
requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

THE LEICESTER AND CONTINENTAL MILLS COMPANY,
Germantown, Philadelphia, June 9, 1909.

Hon. JoNATHAN P. DOLLIVER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

The Secretary will read as

Dear Biz: I desire to commend I)‘ﬂll for the stand you are taking
in the interests of the carded woolen manufacturers, and trust you
will be able to do us some good. In reading over the Dally Trade
Record of June 9, I notlce In your debate in the Senate, when you
explained that the carded-wool manufacturers were mad at the Senator
from Utah, and that the Senator from Utah stated “if the men re-

rted such a tale, they reported aometh!mi that never happened.” I
esire to state that the Senator from Utah is mistaken ; the oceurrence
that you recite did happen, and In my presence, during one of the
visitations by the carded woolen manufacturers to the Senate committee,
This was In April. The first knock-out blow that we recelved a* that
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time came from the senlor Senator from Pennsylvania. The w

of this letter asked to see the Senator from Pennsylvania before the
manufacturers came before the committee. The Senator came out of
the committee room where I met him, and introduced him to Mr. M. D.
Ring, who can verify my statement. After introduel myself to the
Senator, and also introducing Mr. Ring, I stated my object in appear-
ing before the committee, and asked him to do all he could to help us,
stating to him the deplorable condition of the woolen trade (not
worsted), and that we needed assistance at the hands of the committee
in order to keep our mills "'m":f and to make a living. The Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania kindly told us, and these are his exact words,
*“Well, Brown, if you folks can't a living in the business that
you are in, get out of it and into something else.” 1 replied to
the Senator that that was simp

impossible without losing all capital

and all money that we have been struggl to get together for years,
but if they would Fhm us the proper lation there would no
necessity for us getting out of business, but there would be work not

ang for the woofeen manufacturers, but also for the worsted man.

s for Senator BMo00T, during the meeting in the Eenate Finance
Committee room he tried to cast every obstruction in our way and
prevent us from get a ncluare hearing, and in fact was reproved by
one of the Senators, who sald he would like to hear the woolen manu-
facturers, and requested Mr., Syoor to keep still a little while so that
we could be heard. The Benator from U was not quite as blunt
as our friend from Pennsylvania, but bhe did say, “ Why do not you
do as I intend to do, and that is to put in worsted machinery?" If
the Senator could remember all that was said to him he could readil
recall my answer to him, which was, that we did not all have as mu
money as he to do such th and had to hold on to our woolen ma-
chinery, and trust to the

in our business.

You will pardon me for trespassing upon your time, but when the
Benator from Utah desires to cast reflections on the manufacturers,
who have been treated as we were treated, I think it about time
that somebody stated the true circumstances of the case. You can
use this letter as you wish, as I can back up these statements with
witnesses and dates.

Very respectfully, yours, EveERErT H. BROWN.

Mr. DOLLIVER. These complaints and anxieties of a great
community of business men in the United States have not
alone come to me from Pennsylvania, but from yery many
States and from nearly every section of the United States. I
have had a good many weeks' struggle to make it understood
that I am not here as an enemy of the protective tariff. I am
not here for the purpose of so framing this measure as to
injure American industries. Every word I have uttered, every
amendment I have prepared and submitted to the Senate
has had for its purpose to give more work, not less, to American
workmen, more business to the American people, and to bring
back to. these industries that have languished under our laws
that prosperity and success to which they are entitled under the
equal administration of a tariff system.

I ask the Secretary to read this letter, handed to me to-day
by the honored senior Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read as
requested. :

The Secretary read as follows:

MANKATO MIrns COMPANY,
. Mankato, Minn., April 10, 1909,
Hon. ExuTe NELSON,

Benate ChambUer, Washington, D, C.

Drear Sir: Since the receipt of a copy of the Payne bill we have
been studying the woolen schedule, and we are convinced that In its
present form it is most unsatisfactory to the carded woolen industry
of this country. Apparently the wool schedule in the Payne bill is
practically the same as it was in the old Dingley bill, and the injustice
of this schedule lies in the fact that a specific duty is pla upon
wool without any reference whatever to the shrinkage of wool.

If there must be a duty on wool, and If that duty must be a speclfic
one, then we can not understand why it should not be d upon
geoured wool Instead of wool In the grease, although there is no ques-
tion that under the present schedule, as well as the proposed schedule,
the worsted manufacturers of this ecountry can certainly have no cause
for complaint.

There are no worsted mills in the State of Minnesota that we know
of. There are, however, a few woolen mills, and it is in the interest
of these mills that we are writing you to-day for the express purpose
of showing you the rank injustice that is ng done to the ecarded
woolen industry under the old as well as the new proposed tariff.

A specific duty of 11 cents per pound on wool in the grease amounts
to a very light tax per scoured pound on wool of light shrinkaﬁe. On
wool that shrinks only 135 per cent, this 11 cents pe&%mnd specific duty
is equivalent to 13 cents per scoured pound. is light-shrinkage
wool is the wool that the worsted manufacturers use. On the other
hand. on wool that shrinks 80 per cent, which is the only wool that
can be used in the manufacture of woolen goods, this same specifie
duty of 11 cents per pound is equal to 565 cents per scoured pound.
Do vou not see the injustice of this schedule?

The worsted manufacturer is compelled to use long-staple combing
wool, and it is these wools that have a very light shrinkage. It is a
fact that the very unsatisfactory condition of the carded woolen indus-
try of this country to-day is due, In a lsrﬁe measure, to the absolute
unfairness of the present wool schedule. 'o make matters worse for
the carded woolen ]ndustry, the present, as well as at the proposed new,
tariff imposes a duty on all by-products of the American worsted
manufacturer. We refer to noils and worsted waste.

While the new bill proposes a reduction of 2 cents per pound, com-
pared with the old Dingley bill, the duty is still so high as to effectu-
ally keep out foreign noils and worst waste. In our minds, there-
fore, an 18-cent duty is just as prohibitive as a 20-cent duty on noils
and worsted waste.

We would like to see the by-product of worsted manufacturer, men-
ist if possible, and the duty on wool
e dutiable
an extent as light shrinkage wool. On the other hand, so
uty on our own product, woolen hoslery, is concerned, we are
g to see the duty taken off of woolen hoslery manufac-

tioned above, put on the free

reduced and changed so that heavy shrinkage wools will not
to as !arge

far as a
perfectly wi

tance of our Representatives to help us-

tured in forelgn countries, providing those countries do not impose any
duty on woolen hosiery made in the United States.

here is no question but that a most unsatisfactory state of affairs
exists to-day in this country so far as the carded woolen indu is
concerned. We would be wi glad indeed, were such a thing possible,
to take the money we have invested in this business and loan it at
per cent per annum, rather than continue to run our plant, as with the
margin of profit becoming less and less each year, there is apparently
verydsuttle future for anyone who continues to manufacture woolen

O0s,

We trust, therefore, that In wview of the facts above stated, it will
be possible for you to use your influence toward procuring a decided
reduction of the duty on moils, worsted waste, etc.,, and also a readjust-
ment of the wool schedule which will be at least fair *to the carded
woolen industry of this country.

Yours, very truly, MANEATO MILLS COMPANY,

MuxsoN BurroN, Vice-President.

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator permit me?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. I think the desire of the writer is perfectly
plain. He wants free wool, if he can have it, or free moils
rather, which amounts to the same thing. Every pound of
noils displaces 2 or 8 pounds of wool in grease, accord-
ing to the shrinkage of the wool, and it is a case where the
manufacturer wants his raw material free, either that which
comes from his competitor in noils or from the farmers in
grease wool. He wishes to make prices on noils and raw wool
and yet retain the right to make his own prices upon his own
product. 5

Mr. DOLLIVER. It is not necessary for me to say that I
do not accord with the opinion expressed in the letter that
noils, or wool either, should be free. That is not the chief
matter in the letter. That is a matter of minor consideration.
The statement he makes is that the duties are so arranged as
to practically exclude his branch of the business from an in-
terest in the foreign market.

Mr. WARREN. It does show he has no consideration for
the farmer or the man who raises the sheep.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That far I do not follow him. T stand for
both. I want to equalize the situation. I want the farmer
adequately protected and the manufacturer adequately pro-
tected and the rates so adjusted as to equalize burdens between
all classes of people interested in this matter in the United
States.

Mr. PENROSE. Will the Senator permit me?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. PENROSE. I ask the Senator whether he would permit
me at this time to have read—they are quite short—resolutions
of the Manufacturers' Club of Philadelphia?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not think they belong in the few re-
marks I am engaged now in delivering.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator read a letter from a gentleman
in Philadelphia bearing on this matter. “py

Mr. DOLLIVER. If the Senator desires to—— |,

Mr. PENROSE. I will postpone it until another time. I
thought it was pertinent to these remarks.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Let it follow immediately. I know what
some of the manufacturers in Philadelphin want; but if they
were-unanimous in Philadelphia on your side, I would have had
a great deal more leisure in the last sixty days.

1 desire the Secretary to read a telegram coming to me to-
day from a woolen mill in Minnesota.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

MAXEATO, MINX., June 9, 1909,
Hon. J. P. DOLLIVER,

"y
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.:

Your stand on_ wool schedule, unassailable from every standpoint
except to users of Imgorted combing wools, in whose Interests we all
belleve the tariff is designed. It is Incredible that any woolgrower
could be deluded into belief that his interests and those of manu-
facturers using foreign wool could be ldentical, for every pound im-
ported displaces that much American wool to grcu{cr extent than shodd
or waste. If they think high tariff so good for them, reverse the posf-
tion of the worsted and carded manufacturers; let the former enjoy a
prohibitory tariff for a while in place of the latter to extent of
cent the carded people mow pay, and give carded people per cent the
worsted people pay. There will be practical demonstration present
tariff has blighted the carded-wool industry and enriched the worsted
manufacturers, making luxuries pay less tax than the cheaper grades.

AMANEATO MILLS COMPANY.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr., President, I have offered an amend-
ment not to make noils and other wool waste free, but to fix
a maximum ad valorem upon them, so that these good people
who have to use them will not be confronted with a duty that
is not only prohibitory, but 15 per cent in excess of the duties
which we have assessed upon carded wools.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, it would be ungracious in me
not to recognize very fully and cordially, as I cheerfully do,
the kindly words of the Senator from Iowa on the State of
Montana and the people abiding there. I regret, however, that
the compliment was followed by the advocacy of an amendment
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which would cause the good people of that State to change
their occupations about as radically as the Senator from
Pennsylvania directed the carded-wool people to do.

The Senator’s remarks would leave the Senate with the im-
pression that this amendment merely fixes a maximum for
certain rags and waste, products of the tailor shop, the rag-
picker, and the worsted manufacturer. If any Senator will
turn to the bill and serutinize the paragraphs embraced in this
amendment, he will perceive that the articles thus affected
constitute a body of wool superior in quality to wool in the
grease, to washed wool, and to scoured wool. Top waste, for
instance, which he would have admitted at this reduced rate,
is, as I have taken occasion heretofore to allege and now assert
again, superior in quality to scoured wool, which is assessed
at 33 cents a pound by this bill. It is wholly immaterial to
the woolgrower how the duty is reduced if reduced so as to
put him out of business.-

The remarks of the Senator from Iowa and the letters pre-
sented in support of his observations here make it quite mani-
fest that his inspiration, or that his point of view, if you please,
upon the wool question is obtained from the manufacturers of
so-called “ carded woolens.” The people engaged in that line
of business are entitled to consideration, undoubtedly ; they are
a worthy body of people; but the Congress can not in any man-
ner, shape, or form stay the tide of changing fashions or the
public demand for goods.

In 1867, when the structure of this tariff on wool was framed
substantially as it is to-day, 99 per cent of the wool manufac-
tured in the United States was manufactured by the carded-
woolen process, To-day, owing to change of fashion and im-
provement of machinery, the manufacturers by the worsted
process have largely driven the carded manufacturers out of
ihe market. The wool crop of the United States, or three-
fourths of it, is sold to the worsted manufacturers and about
one-fourth to the carded-wool men. The earded manufacturers
supplement their purchases of first-class and second-class wool
by rags and shoddy and mungo and all kinds of wastes. None
of these wastes can be used in the manufacture of what is
known as * worsted cloth.”

Now it is proposed by the importation of rags and shoddy and
high-grade wool at reduced duty, to bring to the rescue of a
failing industry the strong arm of the law, not to give equal
terms, but to give unequal terms, because the law wounld be
interposed in case this amendment should be adopted to stay
the natural tendency of the people of this country to buy the
best instead of the worst. The natural desire of the people
of the country is to wear goods made of pure wool in the best
fashion the manufacturing art has devised rather than to wear
clothes made of rags, picked up through the streets of the cities,
or the waste products of other manufacturing establishments.

Our people are rather particular in the kind of goods they
buy. And let it be understood that the average farmer realizes
the difference between a good article and a bad article. Let an
individual attempt to sell a poor quality of farm machinery, be
it a rake or a thrasher or a mower or a reaper, and he will
soon find that the farmer demands the best and the latest
pattern. ;

You can not to-morrow sell at any price a machine, though
never used a day, if it is 2 years old in manufacture, becanse
the farmer demands the up-to-date, efficient piece of machin-
ery. It is so with his clothing. The manufacturers of the
country who can supply the best will take the market, and
the laws of the United States can no more stay that national
tendency than they can control the currents of the winds or
the movements of the tides.

Mr. President, the manufacturer from Minnesota, quoted by
the Senator from Iowa, is a candid man who does not deal in
concealment or evasion. What he desires is that these so-called
“wastes” shall come in free, and he would go beyond that
and have the wool itself free. If that view shall finally be
determined to be in harmony with the wish of a majority of
the American people, they can so pronounce in due time. But
at this fime our sailing orders require that we shall protect
the farmer and protect the manufacturer; that we shall pro-
tect the American producer against the producer of any other
country in the world.

Mr. President, I do not question the sincere desire of the
Senator from Iowa to do that which is just and right toward
the farmer and the sheep grower of the plains, but the natural
effect of his action would be entirely at variance with his pur-
pose in this respect.

Mr. DOLLIVER. What does my friend from Montana mean
by that? He knows that the present duty on wool reduced to
an equivalent ad valorem is 45 per cent. He knows that I have
suggested a maximum here for the different by-products of cloth
manufacture at 60 per cent. In what possible way could any

unfriendly result take place under such a proposition to the
good people who are interested in sheep husbandry in Montana?

Mr. CARTER. Top waste and slubbing waste, together with
roving waste and garnetted waste, all represent qualities of
wool superior to scoured wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The quality of wool they represent depends
upon the quality of wool out of which they are made.

Mr. CARTER. The original fleece, of course, gives the re-
fined product in scoured wool, but the process of manufacture
refines the wool still more.

Mr, DOLLIVER. Exactly; scoured, but the duty on scoured
wool is only 33 per cent.

Mr. CARTER. The waste to which the amendment of the
Senator is applicable is superior in quality to scour wool,
because the noils are eliminated in the process of carding and
combing, and it is of this final refinement of wool that top
waste and the other forms of waste mentioned in paragraph
368 is composed.

Mr. DOLLIVER. By what process does the honored Senator
from Montana get so excited about top waste, and yet seems
placid and calm in the presence of an importation of 24,000,000
pounds of wool of the second class coming into the United
States during the current year, at an averdage scoured ussess-
ment on the contents of the fleece of 15 cents a pound?

Mr. CARTER. I shall not divert my contention with the
Senator as to his mode of procedure in this transaction.

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator permit me? The Senator,
from Iowa does not give the correct facts. I have nof the
figures for the last month or two, but when he says that for
the current year the importation is at the rate of 22,000,000
pounds of second-class wool, he is about 100 per cent or a little
more incorrect in his figures.

Mr. CARTER. That is a trifling per cent, as things go
here.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The figures for 1907 were 12,000,000 pounds,
but when the manufacturers began to come here last winter it
indicated a stimulus of that trade to the amount of 2,000,000
pounds a month. If that should continue, it would be 24,000,000
pounds in the year. :

Mr. WARREN. I have the figures in my committee room.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, I would in the beginning have
cooperated with the Senator from Iowa to somewhat better the
conditions applicable to second-class wool. I do think now that
the bill could be improved in many particulars, but if I had
charge of its improvement I would not propose the amendment
suggested by the Senator from Iowa, who after all the para-
graphs relafing to compensatory duties on woolens and the
protective duties on wool have been applied has come at the
close of the entire proceeding to strike down the woolen duties
themselves after the compensatory duties have been agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I come back because I had hoped to get
the other things done. If they had been done, I might not have
come back.

Mr. CARTER. Of course, if the other things had been done it
would prebably not have been necessary to have come back. But
the bill has been approved as to all things practically requiring
compensatory duties, and now comes the Senator to change
the base itself by putting a lid, if you please, upon the wool-
grower above which he may not rise regardless of the shifting
changes in the market price of wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Will the Senator from Moatana permit me
to make a suggestion at that point?

Mr. CARTER. Certainly.

Mr. DOLLIVER. He said that the act of 1867 was adopted
at a time when the carded woolen business occupied the larger
field of woolen manufacture, and that is true. But there is one
thing that the Senator has overlooked. The few pecple who
are in the worsted manufacturing business seemed to be a
little sharper than some of the farmers from Ohio who spoke
for the wool raisers’ association. This increase was in a far-
off period before the time of the Senator from Montana, as he
will undoubtedly admit——

Mr. CARTER. Cheerfully admit.

Mr. DOLLIVER (continuing). And while the worsted in-
terest was not very largely represented, the people who did rep-
resent it seemed to know more about what was being done than
anybody else.

I sought information in all directions to find out how that
linotype line happened to be dropped out of the paragraph de-
scribing the classes of wool so smoothly that you could hardly
recognize its absence. It takes a man of some literary ability,
it takes some repeated readings, before he can see that the
effect of the language is to introduce these English combing
wools washed at exactly the same rate they would pay if un-
washed, whereas they pay a duty of 11 cents unwashed, and
it is doubled if they are washed.
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I asked everybody how that happened. I consulted the

oracles, I read in books, I asked every elderly gentleman who-

looked as though he had ever been in the sheep business, if he
knew anything about it. I finally got hold of a venerable man
whom you will see sitting yonder in the corner listening to me
now—ithe oldest expert in wool in America, a Philadelphia wool
merchant, manufacturer, trader, general manager. Everything
about the wool business he knows, and when he came into my
office and began to talk with me, I said to myself there is a
man who is worth talking to. Among the first things I said to
him was, “Mr. Green, do you know anything about how that
sentence happened to be dropped out of the tariff act of 1877%7"
A very benevolent smile came over the face of Mr. Green, and he
ans ed in these words:

. Have you ever given any attention to the phraseol of the wool
tn&l!?—&. I have. . -

Q. There Is one thing in this wool tariff that I have not been able to
understand—a good many things, in fact, but this one particularly.
Why has the langun been so arranged as to double the rate on wool
of the first class which are washed and at the same time leave the orig-
inal rate on wools of the second class whether they are washed or
not?—A. In 1867 the only wools that were imported into this country
of the first class were from the Cape of Hope and from South
Ameriea, the latter called “ mestizo.” The Cape wool shrank from 60 to
70 per cent; the mestizo shrank from 65 to 75 per cent. That was
practically two-thirds. Washed wool was taken then at 20 cents and
unwashed wool at 10 cents.

He refers to the assessment upon the varieties of wool.

Q. You refer to the high shrlnk?ge of wools. Now, in the case of
the other wools of low shrinkage, the law seems to have made no dis-
- tinetion as to whether they were washed or unwashed?
Now comes the answer :

A. Mr. Edmunds, who was treasurer of the Pacific Mills, at that
time the largest worsted mills in the country, said: * This will not do
for me. 1 must use either English or Canadian wools.” They are all
washed ; and while he had a compensatory duty based on unwashed, he
succeeded In getting the duty on washed wool the same as had been put
on unwashed. His mills were, and are now, located at Lawrence, Mass,

So, while there may not have been very many of these good
people present they seem to dominate the situation with a
shrewdness and sagacity that has deceived even the elect.

Mr. BATLEY. Will the Senator from Montana permit me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. CARTER. Certainly.

Mr. BAILEY. It is obvious that we can not dispose of the
wool schedule and at the same time dispose of what might be
called the *regular order” to-day, and as a number of Sena-
tors want to know what is to be done, I ask unanimous consent
that the consideration of the income-tax amendment to the bill,
which was fixed for to-day, be fixed for to-morrow as of to-day,
or the same as to-day.

Mr. ALDRICH. With the same rights that it would have
to-day.

Mr. BAILEY. With precisely the same rights in all respects.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have no objection to its going over to-day,
to come up at any time when the Senator calls it up.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Texas
asks that the income-tax arhendment may be postponed until
to-morrow, having the same rights that it has to-day. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

Mr. BAILEY. Now, if the Senator will indulge me one mo-
ment, I have not wanted to interfere with the consideration and
conclusion of this schedule; but as soon as the schedule is com-
pleted to-morrow, or if it is concluded this afternoon and to-
night, then the first thing to-morrow I will call up the income-
tax amendment; if the schedule is not concluded this afternoon
or to-night, then as soon as it is completed to-morrow I will
call it up.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, T shall not detain the Senate
on the pending amendment further than to say that the adoption
of this amendment will involve a complete recasting of Schedule
K. There can be no adjustment at this time on the lines pro-
posed by the Benator from Towa. This is not a perfect sched-
ule, and I know it; I realize very fully that it can be made
more perfect; but, Mr. President, all legislation in the Congress
of the United States, as in every parliamentary body in the
world, represents but a consensus of opinion, a basis upon which
men can actually accommodate their views one to another and
abide by a result in order to obtain any result at all.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit a
question?

Mr. CARTER. I will be glad to do so.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Does the Senator think it desirable that
the schedule should be recast, it being defective?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, any schedunle passed by the
combined wisdom of all the experts ever collected together will
still be a defective schedule.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That may be; but my gquestion was
whether the Senator thought it would be well to have it recast.

Mr. CARTER. The Senator will permit me to reply to him
completely ?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. -

Mr. CARTER. Acknowledging the infirmities of the sched-
ule, predicting that any schedule hereafter made to take its
place will be defective from the point of view of some one, we
accept this schedule as the best now obtainable, and accept it
cheerfully, because under its provisions this great woolen in-
dusiry has prospered, and its prosperity is sufficient vindication
of the wisdom of those who framed the schedule.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, then the Senator's state-
ment amounts in the end to this: That, after all, it is about as
good a schedule as human wisdom could get, since the Senator
said that any schedule that was constructed by any human wis-
dom would still be defective. My question merely was, in view
of his statement the other day, whether, if it were possible, he
thought the schedule could be improved by recasting. I call
the Senator’s attention to the faet that he has not answered
that guestion, and I would be obliged if he would answer it.

Mr. CARTER. I will be glad to answer the gquestion. I say
to the Senator now that I could, by striking out a few lines and
inserting a few lines in this wool schedule, make it a more
perfeet workable schedule from the standpoint of the wool-
grower than it now is; but I venture to predict that 20 Sen-
ators would rise instanter and announce that there were other
people in this eountry aside from woolgrowers who had some
rights within the Congress and under the law. If our friend
the manufacturer from Minnesota could have his way, he would
put wool and woolens on the free list, and that would be, ac-
cording to his judgment, a perfect and peaceful way out of this
trouble, but it would be death to the woolgrower.

When wool goes to the free list I know that so many fortunes
would be lost and so many homes would be ruined in the State
I have the honor of representing in part that I would stand on
this floor as long as I had the strength to stand here rather
than suffer the adoption of any such amendment.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. So would I, Mr. President; but I eall
the attention of the Senator to the meaning of his words. He
said that he himself by changing two or three lines and by
striking out two or three lines could improve it from the point
of the grower. The Senator from Iowa has demonstrated here
with some clearness that he can improve it from the point of
view of the manufacturer. Those two statements——

Mr. ALDRICH. I should like to enter a protest against the
Senator from Iowa as a representative of the woolen manu-
facturers.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. He certainly represents some of them.
Those two statements show that the schedule could be im-
proved upon. Now, then, if it is true that it is ever to be recast,
when will it be recast if not now?

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And if we are not going to recast it
now will not the same legislative situation the Benator sug-
gested the other day meet us then, and thus will the time ever
come when it will be recast? We are here now to do this work
if it needs to be done.

Just one word more and I will sit down. I will join the
Senator with as much earnestness as he about the proposition
of being against any free wool. I have entertained that posi-
tion ever since I was grown and I always shall until I am con-
vinced to the contrary. But I have not heard any amendment
here that proposes any such thing as that.

I renew the question as to whether the Senator does not
think if the schedule needs improvement and can be improved
upon that now is the time to do it; and if now is not the time
to do it, will the time ever come, in the Senator’s judgment,
when the same objection will not be made?

Mr. CARTHER. The schedules have been in some measure im-
proved from time to time since 1867. This wool schedule from
the woolgrowers’ point of view represents the  very best judg-
ment of the most thoroughly enlightened men upon this subject
it has ever been my privilege to know.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator said he could improve it
himself.

Mr. CARTER. Judge William Lawrence, of Ohio, who aided
by his counsel and advice in the preparation of the bill of 1890,
and again the bill of 1897, understood the wood schedule from
the woolgrowers' point of view better than any man of his
time. He observed defects in the schedule as finally adopted,

but he recoguized what no one will dispute, that the schedules
represented the best obtainable, rather than what anybody
desired.
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The Senator is aware of the fact, because he has used his in-
fluence to produce it, that there will be an amendment offered
to this bill to provide for a careful serutiny not only of these
schedules, but of the whole mass of data upon which they are
based, with a view to hereafter making recommendations which
may lead to the harmonizing of the schedules, the filling up of
the low places and the leveling dewn of the high places upon a
proposed scientific basis.

I hope that commission or committee or bureau, or whatso-
ever it may be designated, may finally bring forward something
of a more symmetrical and effective character than any of the
bills that have been heretofore enacted by Congress. But Con-
gress, in the last analysis, will be compelled to pass the bill,
and the bill will represent in every case just what the votes of
the two Houses make it. It will probably embrace, after the
scientific experts have exhausted their skill and research, cer-
tain inegualities and certain features, which, from the point of
view of those in one line of production, will be regarded as
unjust, whereas the particular point of objection will be re-
garded as the chief element of perfection in the bill from
another point of view. As long as men have varied and vary-
ing interests, the matter must ultimately be settled by three
hundred and odd Representatives of the people in one House,
and 90-odd Senators in this Chamber. The views of the com-
mission will finally be filtered through the judgment of each
body, and the bodies will represent the convictions and interests
of the people of the respective districts and States. The bill
framed by the experts, or on their recommendations, will be
amended in Congress to conform to the average judgment of the
American people as announced through the ballot box.

Mr. PENROSE. I ask unanimous consent to have the Secre-
tary read the resolutions of the Manufacturers’ Club of Philadel-
phia, which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read, as
requested, there being no objection.

The Secretary read as follows:

MANUFACTURERS' CLUB OF PHILADELFHIA,
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT.
Whereas the existing tariff law

e e Bt e g o and oo L o
unction e e BY8-
el wnom;g and woolen manufact -

tem, has so developed that we
now produee about three-fourths of the wool and 95 cger cent of the
zloth required for clothing the American ple, which clothing they

buy at ve.r{'emodemte ?rlm, as s eviden by the fact that they wear
more and better clothing than any other people; an
Whereas the old trick of the free-traders of endeavo

the w wer from the manufacturer by ehuiglg
arrangement of Schedule K in such manner as to a [ 4
ket foreign
wool, thus
recen

to separate
e uitable
into this mar-
J:roduct: of wool at less than relative duties placed on raw
estroying the woolgrowers' market, is foreshadowed in the
. it -y ofﬁw tordDo;.Lévxn of Iow;la ::MTheretore
esolved by board of directors o Manufacturers’ Club o
Philadelphia, That we call upon all Senators and presentatives i;
Congress who are loyal to the Republican party and its platform to

stand unswervingly for the wool and woolens s nl
the Senate bill. N;I' SE D s
. T. FOLWELL, President.
[smAL.] Evuer P. WEISEL, Secretary.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to refer just a minute
to a letter written by Mr. Brown, from Baltimore, and to the
paper read by the Senator from Iowa. He charged that these
carded-woolen people have been denied a hearing.

Mr. DOLLIVER. No; they had a hearing, but, with the
temperature reduced so low, it made a deep impression upon
their feelings.

Mr. SMOOT. I took the words of the Senator down as he
gave them, and of course I was referring to what the Senator
]sla;lld; but, as modified, I will proceed to state just what did

ppen.

The carded-woolen people were the only woolen manufac-
turers who appeared before the Finance Committee. They
were given a hearing, and they had Mr. Dobson there to speak
for them, and he made his statement to the committee. Not
only that, Mr. President, but they asked that I meet with them
the next day. I made the appointment in my office for 8
o'clock in the morning, and I spent over an hour with carded-
woolen men from Maine and other States, going over the ivhole
situation; and I have met them on two other occasions,

I thought I had given them a respectful hearing. I listened
to what they had to say. I discussed the question with them
as one having an interest in the business, telling them exactly
where I thought the trouble was. It ill becomes Mr. Brown, it
seems to me, to write a letter complaining that I have not given
a hearing to him.

Mr. President, I want to say further that I have had my
office full of men representing the interests both for and against,
somg mog.:n!ngs from 7.80 until after midnight, for week in and
week ou

I do not believe there is an Ameriean citizen who has ever
asked me to give him a hearing, if I had the physical strength
to do it, that I have not listened to what he had to say.

Mr. President, I fully sympathize with the condition of the
carded-wool people; and when they say now that the guestion
of noils is the very thing-that has brought them to this unhappy
condition I want to tell them it is not true. In all my history
gs a manufacturer of wools I purchased only one single lot of
noils in my life. I never used them but once. In the most
prosperous years I ever had as a woolen manufacturer there
never was a time but that I used almost pure wool.

I know what is the matter, as I have stated it to the Senate
before. It is that the styles have changed. The American
people are wearing worsteds instead of woolens. The improve-
ment in machinery has brought this about. I believe that
some time or other the styles will change again, and then the
carded wool people will be successful once more.

Mr. President, I wanted to say this much in relation to the
charge here of Mr. Brown from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Dorriver].

Mr. DOLLIVER. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BACON. The Senator offered two amendments. Which
one is this?

Mr. DOLLIVER. This is the first offered. I offered the
second for the information of the Senate and for the accommo-
dation of my friend from Montana.

1!‘.[1-".i BACON. It is only the first that is now to be voted
upon

Mr. DOLLIVER. The first.

Mr. BACON. It does not include wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. No.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will eall the
roll on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator from Towa.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BRIGGS (when his mame was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Smura]. If he
were present, I should vote “nay.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (when Mr, HALr's name was
called), My colleague [Mr. HarLe] is detained at home by
illness. If present and permitted to vote, he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. McCUMBER (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr,
Foster]. He being absent from the Chamber, I withhold my
vote,

Mr. MCLAURIN (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SyaTH].

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). The standing
pair which I have with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Moxey], who is absent from the Chamber on account of illness,
has been transferred, so that he will stand paired with the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. BourNE], leaving me at liberty to
vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. ALDRICH (when Mr, WETMORE'S name was called),
My colleague [Mr. WerMoRE] is unavoidably absent from the
Senate to-day. He is paired on this vote with the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. SaiveLy]. My colleague, if present, would
7om i Bay-”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. DEPEW (after having voted in the negative). Has the
senior Senator from Maryland [Mr, Ray~er], with whom I am
paired, voted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that
the Senator from Maryland has not voted.

Mr. DEPEW. Then, I withdraw my vote, having a pair with
that Senator.

The result was announced—yeas 27, nays 39, as follows:

i YEAS—2T7
Bacon Chamberlain Foster Nelson
Ba.ﬂei Clapp Frazier Newlands
mailes o e e
ughes
Brlvitow Davis Joh%astun. Ala. 8111{::0“
Brown Dolliver La Follette Stone
Burkett Fleteher Martin
NAYS—39.
Aldrich Gamble Penrose
Borah Crawford Gu im Perkins
Bradley Cullom Heyburn Root
Brandegee Curtis Johnson, N. Dak. Bcott
Bulkeley Dick Jones Smoot
Burnham Dillingham Kean Stephenson
Burrows n Sutherland
Burton du Pont MecEnery Warner
Carter lkina Oliver Warren
Clark, Wy(_!. Gallinger Page
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NOT VOTING—25.

Bourne Frye Piles Taliaferro
Briggs Hale ner Taylor
Clarke, Ark. McCumber Richardson Tillman
Culberson MeLaurin Shively Wetmore
Daniel Money Smith, Md.

Depew Nixon Smith, Mich.

Flint Owen Bmith, 8. C.

So Mr. Doruiver's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Keax in the chair).
question is on agreeing to the paragraph.

The paragraph was agreed to.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La ForreErre] presented last night for printing a very
valuable report of one W. A. Graham Clark, and it has been
ordered to go into the Recorn. The National Association
of Woolen Manufacturers made a careful analysis of that
report, and I will ask that it also may go into the Recorp,
go that we may have the benefit of their ideas upon the
same subject, as they all tend to a betterment of the woolen
condition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request
of the Senator from Wyoming will be grapted.

The paper referred to is as follows:

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Wo0OL MANUFACTURERS,
Washington, D. C., June 10, 1909.
Hon. Fraxcis E. WARREN,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Diar Sin: In view of the bitter attack which Senator LA FoLLETTE,
of Wisconsin, has made upon American wool manufacturers and their
industry, using as justification for his charges a recent report and
testimony of Mr. W. A. Graham Clark, special agent of the Department
of Commerce and Labor, it seems both just and necessary that there
ghould be laid before the Senate and printed in the REcomrp the analysis
of Mr. Clark’s report and testifmony )}:repared by the tarif committee
of the Natlonal Association of Wool Manufacturers.

Senator LA FoLuerTe has stated, In substance, that Mr. Clark was
gelected with the knowledge and approval of American manufacturers,
and that he was repudiated them only because the results of his
inguiry abroad were not favorable to their interests.

s A matter of fact, the wool manufacturers of this country were not
consulted in any way about the aﬂ;olntment of Mr. Clark as an ex-
pert to examine {‘he wool industry of foreign countries. He was selected
entirely without their knowledge, and he was. totally unknown to them.
When it became noised about that Mr. Clark was to present a report
on the wool industry, this assoclation had considerable trouble in
ascertaining the identity of Mr. Clark, for no one had ever heard of
him as being associated with the woolen business. .

Indeed, Mr. Clark had never spent an hour of his life In the woolen
business. He had, for a short e, run a cotton mill in a southern
State, and he was ori 1ly appointed and sent abroad as an expert
to report upon the cotton industries, apparently without the slightest
thou;?h?t that he would be called on to consider the wholly different
and unfamiliar industry of wool manufacture.

After twenty-eight months spent abroad in investigating the cotton
industry, . Clark seems suddenly to have been instructed to make
an Inquiry into the wool manutﬂctuﬂni industry of Europe, and on
this work, for which several years might well have been allowed to
an experienced and competent authority, Mr. Clark appears to have
spent just two months in gntherinﬁ the information on which Benator
La Fog!ette relies as the basis of his violent onslaught on the Ameri-
“ - n:nnutaciturc[‘ng indust;y.n two months’ Inquiry by a special
e (1] e inadequacy o a
ag.e?nht egnlt-lreels;munramllinr with the subject aroused an immediate pro-
test from American wool manufacturers. This assoclation, through
its tariff committee In February last, made formal remonstrance to
the Committee on Ways and Means against the injustice to Mr. Clark,
and the far more serious injustice to the wool manufacturing industry
of America Involved In the presentation of Mr. Clark’s report and
testimony, after only two months' inquiry abroad, as to the woolen
industry, with which he was entirely unfamiliar, after having given
twenty-elght months to the cotton Industry, with which his short
business career had been ldentified.

We would like to em{bhnslze that this assoclation did not in anir
way question the sincerity of AMr. Clark, or his personal zeal or intel-
ligence. The point emphasized in the remonstrance was simply this—
that it was so unfair as to be absolutely indefensible, to depute a man
who had no knowledfe of the wool manufacture In any practical way
to make an investigation of this great industry in Europe, to give him
only two months for this purpose, when two or three years ought
to have been granted to competent authority, and then to cite the
facts and figures thus hastily collected as a justification for striking
down the protection given to the wool manufacturing industry of the

ited States.

UuSenutor LA FoLrLeTTE has criticised the short time and the brief con-
sideration granted to the present revision of the tariff, and he has
laid stress upon the inadequacy of the preparation. But we venture
to submit that nowhere is this alleged inadequacy so manifest and in-
defensible as in the work of the very witness whom the Senator from
Wisconsin summons and eulogizes as a great authority in wool manu-
facture, though apparently Mr. Clark has never spent in the serious
pursuit of this business a single hour of his life.

In our remonstrance against the inadequacy of Mr. Clark's e\‘lﬂ -
ment and Information, and the very serious errors contained bo Fn
his report and in his testimony, the tariff committee of this associa-
tion submitted to the Committee on Ways and Means a careful analy-
gis and an answer to Mr. Clark’s well-meant, but gravely misleading,
assertions. In view of the conspicuons use made o ese assertions
by Senator La FoLLeETTE, we ask that, in the interests of truth and
fair play to the wool manufacture of America, this remonstrance and
analysis be submitted to the Senate and printed in the REcoRD.

Sincerely, yours,

The

WiINTHROP L. MARVIN, Seoretary.

AN ANALYSIS OF THE REPORT ON THE * MANUFACTURE OF WOOLEN,
WORSTED, AND SHODDY IN FRANCE AND ENGLAND, AND JUTE IN SCOT-
LAND,” MADE TO THE BUREAU OF MANUFACTURES OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF COMMERCE AND LABOR, BY ME. W. A. GRAHAM CLARE, SPECIAL
AGENT OF THE DEPARTMENT, ON NOVEMBER 1, 1908; COVERING ALSO
THE TESTIMONY OF MRE. CLARKE BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS ON DECEMBER 11 AND 22, 1008, 80 FAR AS THEY RELATE TO THE
MANUFACTURE OF WOOL IN ENGLAND AND THE UNITED STATES.

The ulﬁject of this analysis is, If possible, to ald the Committee on
Ways and Means in arriving at a clear determination of what there is
that is new and of value as to comparative costs of manufacture in the
wool-manufacturing industry in Great Britain and the United States
in the report of Mr. W. A. Graham Clark, special agent of the Bureau
of Manufactures of the Department of Commerce and Labor, submitted
on November 1, 1908, and in the testimony of Mr. Clark before the
committee on December 11 and 22, 1908,

It is supposed that the Bureau of Manufactures was established pri-
marily for the purpose of collecting information which might be of
assistance to the manufacturing)industrtcs of this country. It is there-
fore natural to presume that information obtained with this object in
view would be collected with such care and accuracy as to leave mo
ggeation as to its absolute impartiality and rellabllll*r. It is because of

is presumption in favor of the work of Mr. Clark as an expert,
selected to collect such information for a government department, that
much of interest and practical value to the wool-manufacturing indus-
try of this country would be expected in his report. While it is true
that much of the information reported by him is interesting from a
general standpoint, it is nevertheless to be regretted that a careful
reading of his report shows that his data as to comparative costs cover
such a narrow fleld, contain so many inaccuracles, and are based so
little on actual manufacturing experience as to raise a serlous question
as to its practical value,

We shall confine our attention to such errors as we deem of sufficlent
importance to call to the attention of the committee.

THE ENGLISH WOOLEN INDUETRY.

There can be no guestlou that the wool-manufacturing Industry In
England, which Mr. Clark was asked to investigate in two short months, .
is a matter of such intricacy and difficulty as to tax the knowledge
and lifelong experience of the most skllled and best-informed manu-
facturers. Any doubt on this Puint must be dispelled by Mr. Clark’s
own description of the condition of that Industry in England. He
writes as follows:

*“ Employment in all branches of the wool Industry is more or less
irregular, for not only are there good and bad years, but the fluctuations
of the demand for various kinds of wool manufactures sometimes throw
a whole locality making some specialty into the depths of distress, and
at the same time perhaps raise another to the helghts of prosperity.
This chunginﬁ demand sometimes acts only between lowns making
various specialties and at others affects a whole country. When there
Is a grea demand for very soft dra]:ing goods, France Is prosperous
and Lnﬁlnnd can hardly keep her mills going, while, when the demand
is for firmer worsteds and tailor-made go E:nf!and will be pros-
perous and perhaps France losing ground. Sometimes woolen goods
are in demand and then worsteds. ne season the all-wool goods maf
bring in the most profit and another season, with high-priced wool,
only the sections making mixed goods can show any profit at all. The
wool industry is thus subject to many fluctuations, and in that sense
is mot a smgle industry as are, for [nstance, certain branches of the
cotton trade making staple cloths that are In demand year In and year
out. In the wool trade there have to be new styles gotten out for the
summer and winter, and the demand of the public for varlety ls grow-
ing all the time, so that the mills have to employ a larger number of
men in their designing and sales departments, which adds to the cost.”

The president of our association informed you as follows :

“ There are very few, If any, woolen fabrics that can be considered
staple fabries. Such as might possibly be so regarded are not made
exactly allke by either foreign or domestic manufacturers; nor are the
made exactly allke ‘b{] the same manufacturers for a continuous period.
Bo-called * staple fabries" are nearly always undergoing changes of
construction, in conformity, with the varying quantities and character of
raw-wool production and changing prices to meet the demands of buy-
ers to produce garments at fixed prices. The variety of fabries included
under the classifications of Schedule K is so extensive that they can not
be enumerated, much less compared.

e = ® T ry to o id the infinite

n this connectlon it is
variety of patterns, styles, colorings, and combinations embraced in
this immense variety of fabrics, all of which are constantly changing

under the capricious dictates of fashion.”
COMMON BASIS OF FACT NECESSARY FOR COMPARISON OF COSTS.

There would also seem to be no question but that data as to com-
parative costs of manufacture in different countries, to be of practical
wvalue, must be collected in accordance with some common basis and
standard of calculation. In the statement made before your committee
by the president of our assoclation, we gave you as a reason for not
furnishing you with information relating to comparative costs of pro-
duction o% woolen goods in foreign countries and in the United States,
that it is not obtainable, and we tried to show that a comparison of
foreign and domestic costs is not practicable. We feel confident that
a careful serutiny of Mr. Clark's report and testimony fully bears out
this contention.

At the very outset of any Inquiry Into comparative costs, we are, as
our president stated to the committee, confronted with the fact that:

“ Every avenue of information regardin;f the foreign wool manufac-
ture is gea!uusly guarded from American Ingquiry by foreign manufac-
turers ;"
and by the fundamental questions: d

s & ® What Is the cost of groduct!nn and what is meant by
the relative cost of production in different countries?”

It must also be clear, as stated by him, that:

“we @« = In order to determine the actual cost it will be found
necessary to establish a g!ven basis for calculations In order to make
the comparisons of value,”

We can not emphasize too strong‘l,y the great Inherent difficulties
in the way of the most highly qualified expert In obtaining trust-
worthy Information as to foreign costs In this industry, not only be-
cause of its difficult and complex nature, and the natural jealousy
with which English manufacturers guard their trade secrets and proc-
esses from our manufacturers and each other, but also because of
the matural desire of such foreign manufacturers to have the pro-
tective tariff of this country broken down, in order to open our mar-
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kets to their goods. For the latter reason;, If for no other, any in-
formation as to foreign costs whieh any foreign manufacturer might
seem willing to disclose should be subjected to the most 1 seru-
tiny and analysis as to Its sources, the possible selfish motive back of
it, and the basis upon which such costs were determined.

COMMON STANDARD OF COMPARISON NECESSARY.

It is naturally a source of surprise that Mr. Clark, who was selected
by the Bureau of Manufactures for this difficult should neither
have had previous experience in the industry ner, so as we know,
sufficient, If any, knowled as to costs of manufacture in this coun-
try to have made it possible for him to collect information abroad im
ucggrdnnf; with any common fixed standard or basis for determining
sn CO8

Disclaiming any purpose to eriticise Mr. Clark personally, we deem
it necessary to point out that he was apparently sent abroad for en-
tirely different purposes, and was, as an afterthought and without op-

ortunity for preparation, given the task of investigating the wool
ndusiry in Great Britain and Europe upon completion of the special
work for which he had been particularly semt abroad. The time al-
lowed him, two months, was altogether inadequate. He testified as to
the fmrlme' of his trip abroad as follows:

“ I bave just returned from a twenty-eight months' trip, having been
investigating the markets for cotton manufactures in Asia and the
methods of cotton manufacturers in Europe, and for the last two
months I have been working speclally on getting information from the
English wool mills In regard to their cost of manufacture for the use
of this ecommittee.”

He also stated to the committee that he was called from Scotland
while Investi llﬁlli the jute Industry to take up the woolen business,
and that he %aﬁ een a practical cotton manufacturer for six years.
His knowledge of the entire Industry is apparently limited to that eb-
tained by him by having—

“leen through lots of woolen mills” while abroad *and studied the
process,” and ** talked with the manufacturers.”

His information as to the English industry is apparently limited to
that obtaimed by visits to Bradford, Huddersfleld, and, possibly, Leeds.
RELATIVE ADVANTAGES OF WOOL MANUFACTURERS OF ENGLAND OVER OUR

MANUFACTURERS.

As we have before stated, some of the information given rI‘Jiy Mr.
Clark is Interesting, and some in a general way true. We regard It as
undoubtedly true, as he states, that English wool manufacturers have
the following advaniages over our wool manufacturers: (1) Cheaper
first cost of machinery and building; (2) cheaper money; (3) cheaper
raw material ; (4) cheaper labor; (5) cheaper power; and (6) cheaper
supplies. While we agree with Mr. Clark's general conclusions on this
matter, he fails to farnish ns with sufficlent reliable data upon which
to determine the relative advantages as to any of the particular items.
This we shall now endesvor to show to the committee.

CHEAPER FIRST COST OF MACHINERY AND BUILDING IN ENGLAND:

On page 4400, first print No. 31, Mr. Clark states that our machinery
and costs of bullding are at least one-fourth or 25 per cent higher than
in England; while on page 4492 he states that machinery is
from one-third to one-half cheaper than ours, a difference of from 50

r cent to 100 ﬂ?ﬂ cent. Such a wide margin of variation can hardly

e based on sufficiently accurate information to be of aid to the com-

mittee.
CHEAPER RAW MATERIAL IN ENGLAND.

As to wool as a raw material, Mr. Clark apparently has no first-
hand information. He testified as to his knowledge of Rocky Mountain
wools, which constitute the greater proportion of the wool raised in the

United States, as follows:

*“T have no actual knowledge ex ﬂnﬁn what is contained in the
textile magazines and papers and what I have learned from talks with
men in the business.”

e different wools i lity tha

“ The ‘erent wools vary so in quality t a cost comparison be-
tween England and America Is dllllcu?t to make. In London in 1907 fine
E:;my Australlan crossbred wool averaged 30 cents a pound, and in

ton similar wool from Pennsylvania averaged 68 cents a pound,
which gives some basis of comparison.”

It is difficult to understand wh5 wool worth 30 cents in Lendon
could not be landed in Boston at 30 cents a pound plus 11 cents dut
and other expenses of importation, probably not ever 13 cents a .

It wounld seem clear that Mr, Clark’s knowledge in regard to wool is
too indefinite to be of practical assistance.

But In spite of this fact he undertakes to make the general state-
ment that the shrinkage of wools in general used by cur manufacturers
would not be two-thirds, but would run from 50 per cent to 60 per
eent. This shrinkage is too small, and Mr. Clark’s statement Is erro-
neous. The actual facts In this matter, so far as an average can be
struck, are covered by the information already given to the committee
by our association.

LABOR CHEAPER IN ENGLAND BY ONE-HALF OR MORE.

While Mr. Clark's statement that labor Is much cheaper in England
Is correct, he again furnishes no accurate data on which to base a com-
parison, Our president stated to you that on Information recelved
1_111_5 nighjt [;:efore he appeared before the committee, so far as he was
able to judge—

¢ * * The wages in the worsted and woolen Industry In Great
Britain are abont one-half, rather less than one-half, the wages paid in

New England and Pennsylvania.' s i
of operatives. On the su
Mr. Clark says that . “oovect

This cost, however, was limited to wi
of wages of wool Industry In Englan
“ ® & *® the industry is so complex and changeable that even if
organized It would be dificult to secure any uniform scale of wages.”

In his report to the Bureau of Manufactures he said:

“In the wool 1n|iusrr3]' there Is not only a great difference between
the two branches of woolen manufacturing and worsted manufacturin
but in each case there is wide room for variations in methods and i%
number of machines employed.” 5

“There ig a great variety of materials employed and in the lities
and proportions of mixture of these materials, with consequent varia-
tion In production per machine; and as neither the employers nor the
employees are strongl o_rgunized there is an absence of any universally
accepted wage schedules.”

As to the table of wages In the Bradford distriet given, Mr." Clark

says :
“The foregoing wages may be taken as ical of the Bradferd
worsted Industry, but there is more or less variation between the mills

in the town and In the eounﬁ and there is no uniformity even between
two mills ru.mll.n?t side b

To the committee he stated ac to women's dress goods and thelr
manufacture in Bradford :

“1 have not the complete wage cost throughout on that because the
worsted ind is a wvery speécial industry.”

It must be elear that in a matter of such diffienlty and intricacy as
the wages question, Mr, Clark on his own statements has furnished
nothing of definite value as a basis for comparison,

CHEAFER COSTS IN ALL OTHER ITEMS,

Aeccording to Mr. Clark these other items of cost cover everything
r the yarn and the weaving, and include dyes, chemicals and other
supplies, charges on money, interest on capital, insurance, and deprecia-
tion. In one place in his testimony he gives these costs in England as
3 cents a yard? as t 4.2 cents in the United States, and in another
place he gives these expenses both in England and the United States
as 4.2 cents, apparently on the same fabric. He figures out this equal-
ity or advantage on the part of the United States, although he had
previously stated to the commitiee that—
“e = = I general everything that enters into the cost of manu-
tacn;;e of woolen and worsted goeds is cheaper in England than
America."

a.
Such discrepancies between conclusions, and what purpert to be facts,
indicate the er of using any of his work as a basis for legislation.
A few more specifications will confirm this.

HIGH COST OF CLOTHES XOT DUE TO HIGH WOOL, BUT TO TAILOR,

Mr. Clark stated to the committee:

“ High clothes are due more to high wool than fo hlﬁh wages.”

TUnless the word “ clothes ™ has been erroneously substituted for cloths,
he is clearly in error. It must be clear that the difference between the
eost of the cloth in the manufacturer’s hands and the eost of the inished
suit of eclothes in the tailor's hands is due almost entirely to labor cost,
and that even then the additional cost depends largely upon the name
and charges of the particular tailor. It is alse to be observed that the
difference between the cost of a suit of clothes in New York, given by
Mr. Clark as §$35, and the cost of a similar snit of clothes in Leeds,
which he stated as from about $20 to $25, is not as great proportion-
ately as the difference between the costs of manufacture in the two
countries, as to which the English cost Is given by Mr. Clark as abeut
cne-half or less.

Mr, Clark also stated that wool makes up 60 per cent of the ecost of
the goods. The general understanding among manufacturers ls that
the wool makes up 50 %er cent of the cost of the cloth, and that the
cloth represents about 50 per cent of the cost of a suit of clothes, in the
w e clothing business. The result would be that the wool would
represent only about 25 per cent of the cost of the clothes., A suit of
clothes which costs about 113 would ordinarily be sold at retail for
about $22. Furthermore, the question is complicated by the varying
profits and selling expense connected with each stage of manufacture,
The faet is that the proportion of wool in the cloth varies so, because of
the immense and constantly changing variety of fabries in which it is
used, that it is impossible to strl an ameraﬁe, and the ﬂlmion of
such proportion is a matter solely of individual opinion. e lack of
specific data furnished by Mr. Clark confirms this faet. It must also
be noted that he ignores entirely in his calculation what a large part
labor represents In the cost of the wool.

INACCURATE COMPARISON OF CONSUMPTION OF WOOL IN GREAT BRITAIN
AND THE UNITED STATES.

Mr. Clark’s statement and table as to materials used in the wool in-
dustry in Great Britain and the United States contains two important

errors.
The table is as follows:

United States Gov-
ernment produet mﬁd{ﬁmm-
census, 1905. "
Per Per
. Value. cont. Value, cent.
WoOl and Balr ec e eccsnnsacsnes 65 | 8640, 300, 000 63
Shoddy .cocaneames e 19 210, 000, 000 2
I N T e 102, 743, 256 10 125, 000, 000 12
Others (silk lining, jute, ete.)..... 58, 446, 885 60, 000, 0C0 &
MOl e oo san s vansanans] 1,008, 838, 775 1,085, 300, 000

The columns headed * Valne™ should clearly represent pounds of
welght. The figures as to the United States are taken from the census
of 1905. An analysis of these figures will show that Mr. Clark has
included twiece in his table 70,801,994 pounds of shoddy and 5,720.319
mpou.nﬂ.s ;ct.-rgg‘iitou, v;hlch wers:e prodnd ?ﬁi trl\;m r:?gg:lsl put?hm other-

e or from wa an ppings n e process of
manufacture already once reported. 3

INACCURATE USE OF STATISTICS AS TO WOOL CONSUMPTION,

Mr. Clark states that:
“The per capita consumption of wool is increasing in the United
m, and is not increasing in the United States."

In su%port of his contention that the consumption of raw weol in the
United States is not increasing, he gives a table taken from the Sta-
tistical Abstract (U. 8., 1907). In using this table Mr. Clark does not
take into consideration the fact that while the United States exports
a very small guantity of wool etures, it imports a consider-
able gquantity of such manufactures, as indicated by a table in the
statement made by our president before the committee, showing am
inerease of imports of manufactures of wool entered for consumption
under the present tariff durlng the fiscal years ending June 30, 1898 to
1 or 211’350024; 0 822,357.."‘:06 foreign values, or from
124,f50,565 to $42, 49,é32 duty-paid values, These imports of mann-
actures must cleul¥ be included in any determination of the per
capita consumption of wool in the United States. )

om the census reports of 1800,
1900,
chased
and all

g - ‘ifm‘l‘ nmﬂrt wiml in econdition pml'-'
. e asy or scoured), exclusive of alpaea, angora, camel
otsmr ﬁaﬁ used in the United States wool manufa e, includ-

tollowinlg Is a table compiled fr
a‘x’nd showing the quantity
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ing hosiery, knit goods, and shoddy, with the population gzd the United

States and per capita consumption as shown by the wool u %

Ngxw w:a;ll Per capita
“in condi- l’?uln- consump-

tion pur- on. tion in

chased.” mills.

Pounds. Pounds.
1890...... eansaPmaNansayswaresnsssunnennnnansnl ST0y A00; SLD] B2 082, 200 5.97
412, 745, 76, 308, 387 5.41
00 s eesassrnsssrsnsssasnansnsravs| DULA; 208 | 88,145 000 6.08
These fizures, of course, show a smaller per eaplita consumption than

Mr. Clark's, because they cover onlg new wool, while the ﬂfures u
by him included other items. He obtained his figures as to the United
Kingdom from the table of the Bradford Chamber of Commerce Report
for 1907, which purports to show the total guantity of wool retained
in the United Kingdom nnd not the quantity consumed. Part of the
wool retained might afterwards be exported either in a raw or manu-
factured condition. An examination of this table will further show
that there is included in the wool 210,000,000 pounds of shoddy.
Furthermore, in using this table as a basis for comparison of relative
consumption of wool, it must be borne in mind that while the United
States exports a very small quantity of wool manufactures, Great
Britain exports, on Mr, Clark’s fizures, about 40 per cent of its entire
production, amounting to $185,600,000 in 1907.
OUR IMPORTS OF WOOL MANUFACTURES—PERCENTAGE.

He states that our imports of wool ‘guods are less than 5 per cent of
our requirements. He figures on the foreign value of the goods, rather
than on the basis of the foreign value plus duty, which would indicate
the amount to which such goods ﬁis?lace domestic goods, and would,
therefore, seem to be the proper basis to be used in considering the
effect of a tariff. On this basis the percentage of imports would be
slightly less than 10 per cent, and Mr. Clark’s own figures show a
little more than 5 per cent, instead of a little less than O per cent, as
he states.

He makes the unsupported statement that cotton goods are sold in
this country as wool ods. This is not true in so far as the manu-
facturers are concerned, and Mr. Clark must have been misinformed.
DUTY ON YARN NOT HIGHER THAN DUTY ON CLOTH—PERCENTAGES FAL-

LACIOUS.

In referring to a plece of finished English cloth and its constituent
elements, Mr. Clark states that the duty on the yarn in this cloth is
higher than the duty on the cloth itself, and that the duty on the
tops is much higher than the duty on the scoured wool. This state-
ment as to the duties on the yarn and cloth is incorrect and misleading.
It gives a striking illustration of the fallacies which may result from
using percentages, and corroborates the statement made by our presi-
dent on cross-examination at the time he made our original statement.

Assuming the gprcenmges as stated by Mr. Clark to be correct, the
actual duty would be as follows:

Cents
per pound.
On scoured wool 33. 00
On tops S ——— T0. ‘.’;?
On warp yarn 2. 65. 23
On weft yarn 6G2. 34
On cloth el —Zo 96,2

That is, Mr. Clark is wrong in saying that the duty on the yarn is
higher than the duty on the cloth. It is well known that the increased
duty on tops, as compared with the duty on yarns, was intended to
prevent the importation of wool in that form.

COMPARISON OF MEX'S AND WOMEN'S WAGES SHOULD XOT BE WITH EACH
or

R.

The comparison made between the weavers' wage, based on the
average in Huddersfield and Bradford, and what Mr. Clark calls the
the average of $9 in this country emphasizes the insufficiency of the
information obtained by Mr. Clark as a basis for comparison of costs.
To make a comparison, the weavers' wage in Huddersfleld of $6 a
week for work on wide men's wear looms, and probably confined to
men as weavers, should be compared with the weavers in this country
on similar fabries, where it is almost universally a man's jjob and
where the earnings are more likely to be from $14 to $18 than as low
as 89. On the other hand, $9 to $12, which might be called the wage
on dress goods in this coun ;J' as he states, might properly be com-
parable with $3.75 in Bradford.

MANY OTHER INACCURACIES,

The following inaccuracies appear In Mr. Clark’s testimony at his
gecond appearance before the committee :

In figuring the cost of “ Sample A,” the report repeatedly states the
cost in terms of pounds, when it should be the cost in a yard of cloth.

He states that ordinarily there would not be more than 66 r cent
of wool In the filling on a &)um cotton warp. As a matter of fact, the
wool filling is frequently 70 per cent or more.

He states that a rag machine will tear rags Into their “ original
fiber.” It Is not possible to obtain the original fiber at anywhere near
its original length.

He states that shoddy can not be used by Itself. As a matter of
fact, it is used alone in some fabries.

Ile states that there is a larger percentage of shoddy and cotton
being used in the woolen manufactures of this country every year.
This is a matter which varies much acmrdimi' to style.

He states that a suit of clothes at $25 in this country would not
probably be altogether new wool. As a matter of fact, navy and black
summer serge suits, which contain no shoddy, sell for about $15 and
sometimes for less,

We hand to the committee herewith two all-wool suits, one pur-
chased at retail in New York City for $20 and the other purchased in
Boston for $25.

ACCURATE INFORMATION AS TO COMPARATIVE COSTS IMPORTANT.

We have left until the last the most important field which Mr, Clark
has undertaken to cover, to wit, comparative costs of manufacture in
Great Britain and the United States.

The on‘y specific information given us by Mr. Clark as_to comgaira-

rics,

tive costs of fabrics in the two countrles is limited to four fa

samples A, B, C, and D on pages 86 to 88 of his report. In addition,
Mr. Clark has also undertaken to give the theoretical cost In a the-
oretical mill of a plain worsted coating, figure 4, on page 69 of the
report. The only other information as to specific fabries obtained by
h Is as to 14 other samples of English cloth, as to which he has
only the costs of such fabrics in England. Mr. Clark’s information as
to costs in America was apparently obtained after his return to this
country at the suggestion of an English manufacturer, who Informed
him that there was a mill in this country manufacturing a fabrie simi-
lar to that which the Englishman was making. HRather than take up
the time of the committee further than is absolutely necessary, we
shall confine our analysis of Mr. Clark's work on the subject of com-
parison of costs to a consideration of the data furnished by him as to
samples A, B, C, and D, and as to the theoretical fabric made in the
theoretical mill and represented by figure 4, on page 69 of his report.

COMPARISON OF ENGLISH AND AMERICAN COSTS.

As representing the immense dress-goods industry of England we
have only these four samples, A, B, C, and D, obtained from the city of
Bradford. Samples A and B are cotton-warp fabries with worsted

filling. Sample C {8 an all-wool eateen, and sample D an all-wool
serge, The city of Bradford plays an important part in the dress-
goods “ Bradford

[ndnstr?' only as to the manufacture of so-called
stuffs,” of which Mr. Clark has only furnished two samples, A and-B,
out of an infinite variety.

BAMPLES A AND B.

For practical purposes the information obtained as to samples A
and B is almost valueless at the outset, because they represent a fabric
known to the trade as * cotton-warp cashmeres,” which were formerly
made in large quantities in this country, but are now out of fashion
andtlllnearly obsolete, having become so because of thelr poor intrinsic
worth.

The information as to these samples is of still less value becaunse of
lack of sufficient detail to permit a fair comparison with American
costs, and beeause of the numerous inaccuracies and discrepancles In
the figures given, and the deductions drawn therefrom by Mr. Clark.
He has not given us the separate costs for the cotton-warp and worsted-
weft yarns. He states that the British manufacturer bought his
yarns. The cost of the yarn must, therefore, include profits of manu-
facture and sale up to e point of weaving. The cost given by Mr.
Clark must also include profits on the different processes of manu-
facture subsequent to the weaving, owing to the division and speclaliza-
tion of the different processes which Mr. Clark tells us exist In Eng-
land, where, as a general rule, each manufacturer only carries out one
process in the manufacture. In the United States, on the contrary,
the processes are not so much subdivided, and it is not unusual for
the same manufacturer to carry on all processes from the raw wool
to the finished cloth. The costs obtained by Mr. Clark on the four
domestic samples would appear to have been figured on this basis
rather than on the English Is; that is, on a radically different basis,

It is to be noted that the details of construction of the English
sam(rles given by Mr. Clark are i?parently based on tests made by the
conditioning house of Bradford, England. The object of these tests is
n&parently not to determine the structure of the cloth in the gray
state—that is, as it leaves the loom—but to determine whether fin-
ished goods sold by sample come up to the sample. The original
ses by this Bradford conditioning house of the samples obtained by
Mr. Clark are in the possession of the Bureau of Manufactures. These
analyses show the counts or sizes of the cotton warp and worsted weft
yarn, together with the average twists in the yarns, only as they ap-
pear in the finished fabric. The weight of the original cloth in the
gray is not given. The strength and elasticity of the cloth are given,
warp way and weft way. A chemical test Is also given, showing the
proportion of the ecotton and wool in the piece, calculated from the
clean and drf welght of the cloth. While such analyses may be com-
mercially valuable as determining the question, as before stated, of
whether a cloth delivered is in accordance with sample, in cases of
dispute, they are intrinsically of little value as a basis for comparison
in considering the manufacture of other fabrics. The different proc-
esses of finishing ecloth after the weaving produce effects of such
marked difference in the finished fabric, ns compared with the cloth in
the gray, as to render the results of such analyses uncertain and of
doubtful value.

SAMPLE A.—COTTON WARP PIECE-DYED CASHMERE WITH LOW BOTANY
WOOL FILLING.

The inaccuracles and discrepancies between Ar. Clark’s records of
the construction and weights of this fabrie, and the weights and con-
struction as we find them to be from the actual sample obtained by
Mr. Clark, are so numerouns as to make it impossible to use his data as
a basis for comparison with American fabrics. The following is a
comparative analysis of sample A:

,er. Clark's| American

| records. analysis,

Ounces. Ounces.
Total weight finished...cceeeseeeccncnnannen 3.22 2,91
Weight of WAID cceaneceannnas . 1,28 1.16
Weight of weft............ o e L9 L7

It is true that these variations can be accounted for partially by dif-
ferent atmospherie conditions In the two countries, but we do not think
that this would account for more than one-half of the variation.

Assuming this cloth to have been made from yarns purchased in the
United States, under conditions exlstl.ng on the 29th day of January,
1909, the cost to the mill would be as follows:

£ pounda o comhed YR L e e e
.12 pounds of combed yarn for selvage_ ___
7.8 pounds fine Botany worsted

Total materials__
Cost of weaving
Cost of dyeing, finishing, packing, and delivering oo 2, 80
Selling cards 2

L L ey e W B A e b ke e 11
Interest charges from purchase of yarn to payment for goods._. .82
Total 22, 44
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This cost is for a l31»3(:.3 containing G5 yards finished, and would rep-
resent a cost per yard of 34.5 cents, exclusive of selling e ses,

If a weaving plant were fitted up exclusively to make particular
fabric or absolutely similar fabries In large guantities, the cost might
possibly be reduced 2§ cents per yard by securing the yarns at lower
prices, and mzm'nract!.u'mg3 at a uced cost resulting therefrom. This
might reduce the cost to 32 cents per yard. The foreign cost, as given
by Mr. Clark, is 15.6 cents per yard; that is, the American cost under
the most favorable conditions, and not including seumﬁ ses, would
be 103.1 per cent greater than the forelgn cost, whereas Mr. Clark
states it to be 67 per cent.

Mr. Clark gives the weft ends Ser inch in this cloth as 72, although
the weight and structure of the finished cloth would necessitate about

92 weft ends. .

The cost of these goods 42 inches wide is given by Mr. Clark as 15.0
cents per linear yard. In figuring the cost per square yard, the basis
on which the duty is fixed, Mr. Clark figures a cost of 14.T cents, as
%uoted in his testimony before the committee, although it is perfectly
Ci

ear from his own figures that the cost per square yard would be

worsted weft 62.7, although Mr. Clark's statement gives the cotton
warg as 50's and the worsted weft as 66's.

The chemical test made to determine the relative quantities of cotton
and wool In the fabric is not objectionable for determining the wvari-
ations between two pieces of cloth purporting to be the same, but it is
misleading as to the proportion of cotton and wool in any given piece
of cloth under natural atmospheric conditions, because under natural
conditions there is a large amount of moisture in the cloth. It is to be
observed that in the test the materials have been reduced to a clean
and dry weight. As, however, the natural moisture in the cotton is only
about one-half that in the wool, and the quantity of the wool is greater
in f)roportlun. under natural conditions the percentages would be mate-
rially changed. This merely shows how inadequately Mr. Clark has
indicated the intricate and puzzling conditions which arise in deter-
mining costs of manufacture.

SAMPLE C.—ALL-WOOL SATEEN.

A comparison of Mr. Clark's figures and our American analysis is
as follows:

13.371 cents,
The filling in this cloth Is described as low Botany wool, spun to the .
slze or count of 68. We are positive that this wool could not have been M&ggg}“ ‘;ﬁ:ﬁgﬁu
what is commercially known as low Botany wool, and must have been = *
fine Botany wool, because low Botany wool taken alone can not be
spun to as fine a count as 66 for commerclal purposes. The differences W nah 110 121
in the relative weights of materials in sample A, and the so-called H‘g ef T et B R s 53 51
similar cloth used for a basis of comparison in this country, would | L CE 0" C0 8. ---cc----- - s AN e
seem to indicate that the fabrics must have been different.’ These [ TOt&} WCIEht Of Weft per yard, GUNCES.... .. ceezeenee-es 7.01 6.79
weights are as follows : weight of worsted Warp, OUNCes. .....cevieceennnnns 4.7 4.4
Total weight of filling, ounces...........ccccvevinennzasss 2,87 2,39
(These analyses agree as well as could be expected.)
lo A, | Ameriean Ends of worsted WaID......cocceceiisinssamnsannsssnsnnnns 62 62
Sample A. | "o oeh, Number of worsted weft......oeevenn-. L A A YA 30 28
ou American
WEIGht PEr YAI -....nevecennnseessseessssesenassnensanees| 8022 3.36 o rirasy
Weight of warp............. R T e R e SR 1.28 (39.8 | .46 (43.5 Worsted 8. 54
percent) | per cent) “.0"“ o yarp - -—— $48. 5::
WAL, o ieesrasispaionnniz reeeeeee| L0 OO | 1. cniy | Dyeina, finishing, packing, and dellvering. - __-________ = 5o
Selling cards e e .34
FPlant chatges. .. - __ .89
These inaccuracies and this lack of similarity in data indicate the in- | Interest charges___________ oo el (DR
herent danger in making comparisons of costs except upon accurate and =T
fixed bases of caleculation. Total st 61. 00
BAMPLE B.—CASHMERE MADE OF COTTON AND BOTANY WORSTED, CROSS This is the cost on a plece of 84 yards, represenﬂl;& a cost ger ard
DYED. of 76.4 cents, exclusive of selling expenses. If the 1 were fitted up

In this sample again it is clear, from the quantities and weights of
materials and structure of fabric given by Mr. Clark, that yarn of the
sizes deseribed by him would produce a fabric lighter than finished
weight given. .

This sample purports to be made of 1/30's cotton warp. On the
welght given it would seem to be clear that the yarn must have been
as heavy as 40's. It can not be trus that the warp in this case is 50's
as compared with sample A, purporting to have the same size of warp,
because in sample B there are less ends given in the warp, and yet
the \?'e!g‘ht of warp is given as 25 per cent greater per yard than in
sample A, g

The weft yarn in sample B is given as size 66, while its weight would
correspond to the weight of 60's. This difference might be accounted
for by the use of glue to stifen the goods, which would at the same
time add to the weight. We find no mention of any extraneous sub-
stance in Mr. Clark's figures, and yet the weight of materials is of most
vital consideration in determining costs of goods.

In both samples A and B, as to foreign cost we are given the sup-
?osed construction, yarn cost, weaving wage, expenses, and dyeing cost.

t is most unusual and hardly credible that a Bradford mill did its own
dyeing. It is most unnsual and hardly credible that a British mill sold
its goods in a finished condition, as the custom in that country is to
divide and specialize the processea of weaving and dyeing and finishing.

An analysis of this cloth shows the following variations :

Mr.Clark’s| American

records. | analysis,

Endsof WAID ..ccvovereanteonnas e g P ey e e 71 754

Weft ends perinch............. Fre A P R ST 93 964
Weight of cloth, ounees. .. .- ccoenecrmiiioimrccrennnsaes . 8.86 3.7
Weight of warp, ounces...... CaseassaseeaTITanpaanesnnann 16 1.656
Weight of weft, OUNCEs . .cccvucoanomeccivancionsernns ey 2.26 2.06

These varlations are too great to be accounted for purely by at-
br.;oslm?rllf conditions. The estimated American cost of sample B would
as follows:

Cotton warp yarn, per cut $2.75
O e R s e e e L LV 13. 338
Weaving _______ . 87
Dyeing, finishing, packing, and delivering. 2. 96
Belllng cards. = - - o o0 oot .15
g Y A T e e = S M e 0 BT M e O N T 1.41
Interest charges until goods are paid for- .98

Total at mlll i 26. 95

This would be the cost of a flece contalning 67 yards, representing a
cost per yard of 40.2 cents, exclusive of selling expenses.

It is also possible in this case that a_weaving plant fitted up espe-
clally to make these goods in large quantity might, b{ purchasing mate-
rlals at lower prices, and with the reduced cost resulting from purchases
and manufacture in gquantity, make a saving of 3 cents per yard, leav-
ing n cost of 37.2 cents. The foreign cost is given as 17.85 cents; that
is, the American cost under the most advantageous circumstances, and
not including selling expenses, would be 108.4 per cent greater, whereas
Mr, Clark states it to be 67 Per cent greater.

It is to be noted that this piece was cross-dyed; that is, the wa

as dyed before weaving and the cloth dyed after being woven, al-
a:lou;ih this is not noted In Mr. Clark’s report. In this sample, as in
sample A, Mr. Clark apparently derives his construction from the
finished cloth. It is to be noted that, according to the Bradford Con-

ditloning House test, the count of the cotton warp is 36.4 and of the

especially to make these goods and nothing else, these costs could be
somewhat reduced, possibly by about 4 cents per yard, making a cost
of T2.4 cents, The iore;gn cost is given as 31.12 cents. The Ameri-
can cost would be, therefore, 132.6 Eer cent greater. This agrees very
well with the American cost quoted by Mr, Clark.

Sample D—All-wool serge made of crossbred wool.

|

Mr. Clark’s American

records, analysis,

Endsof warp........... 53 b4

i B S e R e e R S S AR S TR U 42 42}
Total weight. _.....cccnveacnnns c ool == sessasOUNCES. . G.16 5. 81
I O W s s e v i ke s A B aaard e L Ao 3.42 3.05
Weight of weft..... FRn . S R e e e O e 2,74 2.76

The variations in the total weight, about 5 per cent, might possibly
be accounted for by differences in atmospheric conditions. This is a
fabric of very peculiar character which must have been subject to un-
usual shrinkage from the gray yarn to the finished cloth, over and
above the usual loss in finishing this class of goods, the unusual shrink-
age being produced by the singeing and scouring processes.

American cost of yarn_.. £36. 98
Weaving. = o . B3
Dyeing, finishing, packing, and delivering 5. 23
Selling cards__ 0 . 28
Plant charges .82
Interest charges 1. 85

Total__ ———— 48.99

This would be the cost on a plece of 91 yards, representing a cost per
yard of 42? cents, exclusive 0? sellin cxgenses. e 2 a

If this cloth could be made at all in this country under our climatie
conditions, and if a mill were especially fitted up to do it, the cost
could probably be reduced 23 cents per yard, but we regard it as a
cloth that it would not be practicable to make in the Uhited States.

A THEORETICAL FABRIC MADE IN A THEORETICAL MILL.

We will now consider Mr. Clark's figures as to the cost of the worsted
coating represented by figure 4, on page 69, of his report.

All of the data relating to the manufacture of this cloth appears to
be purely theoretical, and derived from a great many sources. None of
it purports to have been obtained from actual results of any one manu-
facturer. The whole structure is evidently built up in thi’é way :

A, An imaginary machinery equipment for 100 wide looms is as-
sumed. '1“1hts d{:ege 1nol: énglu_ ti ggwer plant gr bué!cltlingsl;, hthei cost of

wer and ren ng determined on some thetical ba.

Which the detall is not stated. s SRR

B. Then a fabric is imagined, namely, a 60-inch wide worsted coat-
ing, made according to a certain formula, of which a sample of cloth
put in evidence purports to be the finished result. f

(. Then the practically Impossible assumption is made that on this
fabric 100 looms could be run for one year (fifty weeks) continuously
without interruption and with a yleld of 70 per cent of thelr thed-
retically maximum product; in other words, that a maximum daily
product could be secured continuously throughout a whole year,

D. B{ caleulation it is then determined how many ?ounds of worsted
yarn of a certain kind and quality would be required to keep this
weaving mill in operation during the year. This amount is fixed at
512,000 pounds.

E. Then theoretical calculations are entered into to determine the
cost of this yarn to the weaver, basing the whole amount, & year's
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roduct of 512,000 pounds, upon a fixed price, nnmelg 113d4. for Port
*hillip greasy wool. As the present price of Port P! l'lup wool of the
kind the date of Mr. Clark's

escribed is, within about two months of
report, 143d. in f.ondon, an advance of about 30 per cent over the price
named by Mr. Clark, it would hardly seem =zafe to establish such a mill
on the assumption of & fixed price of wool for a whole year, bp‘artlc'u-
larly in a business se variable and subject to changes of fashion, as
Mr. Clark describes this business to be,

F.—It is assumed that every yard of these goods will be perfect:
that there will be no seconds; that the number of pounds of worsted

arn estimated will produce 8,000 pieces 61% f'ards each, each yard

ing 37 inches lomi: and that the goods will weigh when finished
16.15 ounces to the lineal yard.

These are all theoretical ealculations, so far as appears, none of the
alleged facts having been taken from the books of manufacturing
concerns. It must be elear that this method of arriving at the cost of
an article ean not fairly be regarded as a correct basis on which to estab-
Hsh a business, and that the results hoped for can not be de?nended cl.;gan

Furihermore, it wonld seem as if Mr, Clark had left out his cu-
lations certain necessary elements of cost under the English system of
carrying on the wool-manufacturing business. For example, he bases
his caleulations upon a price of wool fixed at 113d. per pound for
a whole year's supply. It is evident that some one must have to
stand the expense of carrying this wool from the time the contract
of purchase is made until the wool is all manufactured, which might
extend several months beyond the time of the last delivery of Ehe

woel, and yet Mr, Clark only includes such expense for a period of
three months. It would also appear that Mr. Clark has omitted the
selling cha and profits of

g rges the merchants who take l)::ct in the
intermediate transactions in the course of manufacture Engn.nd,
and has only considered the commissions paid by those hants for

basis for collecting data relating to such costs. And we say that facts
as to costs obtained In accordance with the varying conceptions of indi-
vidual manufacturers can not safely be compared,

He has obtained only 18 samples of the fabrics of an industry in
which the varlety is infinite and which, he says, are controlled by the

vagaries of fashion,” and which our president informed yon were
subject to the **capriclous dictates of ion.” For purposes of com-
parison he has taken the trouble to obtain from one wool-manufacturing
establishment, out of over 1,200 in this country, the costs of 4 sam-
ples supposed to be similar to 4 of the English samples which he ob-
tained. Two of the 4 fabrics are going out of fashion and nearly
obsolete. This is all the basis which we have for comparison of costs of
fabrics, and the details of these costs were not obtained on a known or
common basis, nor have we any means of testing their truth or aecen-
racy. Furthermore, though Mr. Clark Is undoubtedly a clever student
Bt Sugbla i Yo S ndbemation. LADAFORL o o S s e
o [ nformation impar m in such mann
to confirm in any degree its accuracy. B

We wish to re T our protest against the unfairness done to Mr.
Clark In giving the task of investigating such a complex and
dificult in upon such Inadequate notice.

ust;

We wish tm{ger to register our protest against the unfalrness to our
industry resulting from the seleetion for such an important matter of
a man unfamiliar with the industry either in this country or abroad.
The most expert manufacturer could not hope to obtain a clear insight
into such an industry in two months, It not reassuring as to the
value of government expert work that an executive department should,
for the purpose of a.idLnﬁﬂthe Committee on Ways and Means in their
work of revising the tar conduct in such a ctory manner an
investigation Info the cosfs of an industry which, according to the

work done on their wool and tops by other persons, for instance, the
wool comber and spinner,

Furthermore, it is a physical impossibility to produce 498,840 pounds
of finished cloth from 512,000 pounds of worsted yarn. This result
would show a waste between the worsted yarn and the finished cloth
of only 3 per cent. This should be at least 10 per cent. The follow-
ing ecalculation will show the amount of cloth ordinarily obtainable
from 100 pounds of yarm.

According to the trade terms quoted Mr. Clark, the
in England on the basis of containing 15}

84.56 pounds of gm in
to the trade terms in , cloth

is, in each 100 a?ﬁm qu. yarn there would
0.
8 16 per cent of molsture; 16 per

a bone-dry coh ceordi
in a standard condition conta
cent of 84.56 pounds is equivalent to 13.53 &:‘unda. which, added to
84.56 pounds, would give 98.09 pounds of elo From this, however,
there must be dedu the amount of oil and other foref
in the yarn, which would be not less than § per cent o
weight, 1. e., § pounds. this from 98.09 po we have
03, unds of cloth under normal conditions. This shows a shrink-
age otpgbont 7 per cent from the original 100 pounds of yarn. From
this there must be deducted also the amount of absolutely necessary
waste made in the preparation of the warp and in the manufacture of
the cloth, which surelg could not be less than 3 per cent, or 8 pounds.’
Deducting this from 93.09 pounds, we have practleally 90 pounds of
finished cloth from 100 pounds of worsted yarn, or a shrinkage of 10
eent, instead of 97 pounds and a 3 per cent shrinkage, as estimated
¥ Mr. Clark. In actual practice in the United Btates, the manufaec-
ture of goods of this class it Is not expected to get over 16 ounces of
finished cloth from 18 ounces of worsted E{Isrn, and the percentage of
loss varies from 10 cent to a much higher percentage, according to
the natuore of the cloth and eonditions of manufacture.

Furthermore, the testimony of leading manufacturers who have been
consulted in ard to this matter is- unanimous that, from the formula
lald down by Mr. Clark on page 69 of his report, it would not be pos-
gible to manufacture 0 either in the weight stated to be re-
Euh-ed or the width; In other words, that the formula given by Mr.

lark would not produce the cloth that is alleged to have been pro-
duced from that formunla. B‘ullowingls a letter from one of our lea
manufacturers demonstrating this fact:

Mr. WILLIAM WHITMAN,
President National Association of Woeol Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

Dear Sir: We have studied over the gartlmlnrs of the plain worsted
coating which you sent us very carefully, and we do not think it is
possible to make this cloth to finish 60 inches wide and weigh 16.15
ounces with particulars given. The wn{nwu would make this cloth
from the size of yarn given to finish 60 inches wide and to wei%!} fin-

2/44's

rn s sold
ture—that

ished 16 ounces would be as follows: Heventy-two ends of
worsted Wal‘ﬂ ger inch, 72 plecks of 1/20's worsted filling per inch,
T2I y:r% incPes w dg in rl:&)m, tsltbinlsn dgo oifnch_l‘.‘ﬂ wide. It
s of warp to produce yar [
aﬂﬁdm;ach pilece would require 343% pounds of warp and 35% pounds of

Yo very tru Duxx WorsTED MILLS,
el o B. 8. Duxx, Treasurer.

This being the case, of what value can Mr. Clark's ealeulations be?
Instead of taking 64 pounds of worsted yarn to make 62.08 pounds of
finished cloth, as Mr. Clark states, it would take at least 68.9 pounds,
according to Mr. Dunn, and this is the opinion of American manufac-
tarers who have been consulted.

A careful checking of the fizures given by Mr. Clark on pages 69-79
of hls report will show many Inaecuracles. We shall not endeavor
to point them out in detail. As Indicating the r 3
Clark's work we wish, however, to call attention to one important fact,
On page 70 of his report he estimates a return of 46 pounds of tops
from 100 pounds of wool. In testifying to the committee he stated
that there would be a return of 40 pounds of tops out of 100 pounds of
wool, shrinkage 50 per cent. A difference of 6 pounds in the amounnt
of tops, at 48.6 cents per pound, would obviously make a great differ-
ence in the cost of cloth.

DOUBLE COST REQUIRES TWICHE THE PROFITS TO PAY THRE SAME PERCENTAGE.

If it be true that in the United States the cost of plant, equipment,
and manufacture is double that in England, it 18 obvious that, in order
that the manufacturer in this country may be compensated at the same
rate as the foreign mamufacturer, his agfregatn profits: must be double
in amount those of the foreign manufacturer.

. CONCLUS10N. .
. In conclusion, we submit that Mr. Clark has not furnished to the
committee, nor did he have for use in his inves hat is abso-

w
lutely essential to a comparative study of costs, te wit, a common fixed

report of 1005, employed in this country 185,592 persons, use
a capital of 370,361,1391. used materials of a l;:%st of 324:?,561,09'6 ung
produced a finished product of $380,934,003. A private mannfacturer
who undertook to carry on his own business on-a knowledge of costs
thus obtained would meet nothing but bankruptey.

1t is furthermore to be regretted that in spite of the short and in-
adequate investigntion of comparative costs that Mr, Clark was allowed
to make, and In spite of the uncertain nature of the data which he has
reported, he should have had in mind, while carrying on an impartial
investigation of eomparative costs, the question of the effect of the
duties placed on the cloth by this coun as indicated by the table on
{uage 86 of his r%gort.‘ Nothing could more misleading than this
able unless Mr. Clark's data as to Ameriean costs was accurate and
fairly representative of the costs in the entire industry. We feel that
there can be no question that they are neither representative nor of
practical value as a basis for comparison.

It is our opinion that the disc cies between the details of con-
struction and English costs of samples A, B, C, and D as given by Mr.
Clark, and the ts shown by analyses made in this country, are so
marked as to raise a egreve doubt as to whether the American manu-
facturer who furnished the American costs to Mr. Clark did not act
under a misapprehension as to the ofproblem submitted to him; and
whether he was correctly informed the is of ealeunlation ‘of the
English eosts or the puvriposc for which the information was to be
used. And we feel convinced that the results of Mr. Clark’s work
fully confirm the opinion expressed to the committee by our presiden
that reliable information as to forelgn costs of manufacture is no
obtainable.

Very truly, yours,

William Whitman, Boston, President and Chairman ex
Officio; Frederic S. Clark, North Billerica, Mass.:
Charles H. Hsrdjthzé Philadelphia, Pa.; Louis B,
Goodall, SBanford, .; Joseph R. Grundy, Philadel-
Vood, Philadelphin. Py T B MacCor Buwirer

ood, phia 3 J. B. MaeCo awtucket,

R. I.: Francls T. ’Maxwell. Rockville, éonn.: J. P

ard, Utica, N. Y.; Thomas Oakes, Bloomfleld,

N. J., Tariff Committee National Association of Wool
Manufa ; Winthrop L. Marvin, Secretary.

SUMMARY OF THE STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WOOL
MANUFACTURERS IN RELATION TO THE EEPORT OF W. A. GRAHAM CLARK
TO THE BUREAU OF MANUFACTURES ON NOVEMBER 1, 1908, AND HIS
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS ON DECEM-
BER 11 AND 22, 1908.

P. 152. The purpose of this statement is to ald the committee In
determining what new and valuable information Mr. Clark obtained.

P. 152. The Bureau of Manufactures is supposed to have been
established to aild our industries; therafore the work of its agents
should be impartial and reliable. Mr. Clark’s report, however, al-
though mtaengl\g, covers too limited a field, is too full of inaceuracies,
nn;i ed too little on manufacturing experience to be of practicaf
value.

P. 1563. Mr. Clark’s and Mr. Whitman’s description of the unstable
and complex nature of the industry agree.

P. 154. Common basis of fact necessary for comparison of costs.

, P, 155. Mr. Clark’s report and testimony bear out the contention of

our association before the committee that information as to compara-

tive costs of production In foreign countries and the United States is
not obtainable, and a comparison of foreign and domestic costs is not
practicable, for the following reasons:

“ Foreigners guard trade secrets jealously.

“There is no common or definite understanding of what is meant
by cost of production.

“A certain basis of calculation is necessary to make eomparisons.

“ The most highly qualified expert would find it a difficult matter
to obtain reliable data.

“ Foreign manufacturers have a selflsh interest in breaking down our
tariff, and information given by them should be carefully scrutinized.”

COMMON STANDARD OF COMPARISON NECESSARY.

P. 155. Mr. Clark had had no practical experlence in the Industry or
knowledge: of it en whieh to- base his study of comparative costs. He
wWas & rently sent abroad for other purposes, and the two months
glven gﬂ'n were too short.

RECATIVE ADVANTAGES OF WOOL MANUFACTURERS OF ENGLAND OVER OUR
MANUFACTURERS.
Paragraph 158, Some of Mr. Clark’s information Is in a general way

mterestina and true, yet his data is too indefinite to be of practieal
value in the following among ather very Importunt particulars.

i

f

f
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CHEAPER FIEST COST OF MACHINERY AND BUILDING IN ENGLAND.

Paragraph 156. He states that machinery and building are one-half
to one-third cheaper in England, making ours cost from [0 per cent
to 100 per cent more.

! CHEAPER RAW MATERTAL IN ENGLAND, 3

Parangraph 157. He states that he had no first-hand knowledge of
wool, and f'et makes the erroneous statement that the average shrink-
age of wool used in this country is 50 per cent to 60 per cent.

LABOR CHEAPER IN ENGLAND BY ONE-HALF OR MORE.

Paragraph 157. He found no uniform scale of wages in England, giv-
ing as reasons the complexity and changeableness of the industry and
lack of labor organization. ur president stated to the committee that
In so far as he was able to judge, English wages were one-half or less
than one-half of wages in New England and Pennsylvania.

CHEAPER COSTS IN ALL OTHER ITEMS.

Paragraph 159. Costs of sample A, subsequent to weaving, are stated
to be equal in both countries, which is inconsistent with Mr. Clark’s
general conclusion that all costs in England are less.

HIGH COST OF CLOTHES XOT DUE TO HIGH WOOL BUT TO TAILOR.

Paragraph 159. Mr. Clark undertakes to fix the proportion of the
value of the wool to the value of a suit of clothes as G0 per cent. He
ignores the labor cost in production of the wool. The general under-
standing among wholesale clothing manufactures Is that the wool rep-
resents about 25 per cent, althongh the infinite variety of fabrics makes
such an average a matter of individual opinion. A suit costing $13 will
ordinarily sell at retail for $23.

INACCURATE COMPARISON OF CONSUMPTION OF WOOL IN GREAT BRITAIN
AXD THE UNITED STATES.

Paragraph 160, Mr. Clark's table states values instead of welght of
materials used in the wool industry. He includes certain items twlice
and ignores the imports and exports. He does not distinguish between
wool retained which may be manufactured and exported and wool for
consumption.

Paragraph 161. He uses foreign values, Instead of duty-paid values,
in esttllmut ng the relation between our imports and our total wool con-
sumption.

Paragraph 162, The dutles from the wool to the cloth are given to
disprove the statement that the dutgeon the yarn is higher than on the
cloth. Yercentages are shown to fallacious,

Paragraph 163. The increased duty on tops is stated to be to pre-
vent importation in that form.

Paragraph 163. Mr. Clark is shown to be in error in comparing
men's with women's wages.

Paragraph 164. Many other Inaccuracies.—Two all-wool suilts are
Introduced as exhibits; New York retail price $20, Boston retail price
$25, to disprove statement that an all-wool suit can not be bought In
this country for $25.

ACCURATE INFORMATION AS TO COMPARATIVE COSTS IMPORTANT.

Paragraph 164, Mr. Clark's Information as to comparative costs is
limited to four samples. His only additional information as to special
fabries is limited to 14 samples as to which he cbtained English and
not American costs, and a theoretical fabric made in a theoretical mill.

Paragraph 165. Samples A and B.—These are cotton-warp dress
goods which are nearly obsolete. The details of construction are in-
suflicient and inaccurate, and the costs are apparently figured on a
radically different basis because of the different division of manufacture
in England and in this country. Detalls of construction are apparently
based on analyses of the finished fabric. E

Paragraph 167. Sample A, Cotton-warp piece-dyed cashmere with
low botany-wool filling.—Inaccuracies and discrepancies make compari-
son impessible, partly, but not wholly, accounted for by different atmos-
pheric conditions.

Paragraph 168. American analyses and comparison of costs give
American cost 105.1 per cent greater, instead of 67 per cent. Selllng

nses not incloded.

ample B. Cashmere made of cotton and botany worsted crosa
dyed.—Inaccuracies and discrepancies make comparison impossible;
not accounted for by different atmospheric conditions.

Paragraph 169. American analyses and comparison give American
cost 105.4 ec{mr cent greater, instead of 67 per cent. Belling expenses
not included.

Paragraph 171. Sample C. All wool sateen.—American analyses
and comparison give American cost 132.6 per cent greater, exclusive
of selling expenses. This compares very well with the American cost
quoted by Mr. Clark.

Paragraph 172, Sample D. All wool serge made of erossbred wool.—
American analyses and cost given, exclusive of selling nses. This
cloth it would not be practicable to make in the United States.

Paragraph 172. Theoretical fabric made in a theoretical mill—NM\r.
Clark's figures here are not based on actual manufacturing experience
or results. His results are impossible for the following among other
reasons

Paragraph 173. His estimated production is too great. Paragraph
174. He dcp»es not include part of the cost of carrying his wool whlgh
he buys at a fixed price on a year’s contraet. is estimate of the
amount of wool necessary I8 too small. Paragraph 174. He figures his
waste Letween the yarn and the finished cloth as 3 per cent instead of
10 per cent. Present price of the wool which he ﬁfures at 113d. is
now 143id. Amerlcan manufacturers say unanimously that it is im-

ssible to produce the fabric on the details of construction given by

im. Letter of Mr. Dunn to this effect quoted. IParagraph 176. He
estimates a larger return of tops, i. e, 46 pounds, per 100 pounds of
wool, as against about 40 pounds in his testimony before the com-
mittee,

Paragraph 176. Double the cost of })Innt‘, equipment, and manufae-
turing requires double profits to give the same rate of compensation.

Paragraph 176. Conclusion.—Mr., Clark’s report confirms the fact
that reliable information as to foreign costs Is not obtainable and
suggests a doubt as to the correctness of the basis on which the Amer-
fcan costs of samples A, B, C, and D were figured.

Mr. WARREN. Mryr. President, if the Senator from Wiscon-
gin is willing, I should be glad if the article which I have just
asked to have printed might follow immediately the one that he
asked to have inserted in the IREcorp last night.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I prefer that it should
take its place in the proceedings of to-day. As I said last night,
it emanates from interested parties and is a prejudiced criti-

cism of the work of the government expert in the report which
he made to the Government as to industries in Great Britain.

Mr. WARREN. I withdraw the request. Let it go into the
Recorp in regular course.

Mr. President, there have been two or three articles—I do
not know whether they are exactly the same—from an expert,
Mr, Dale, printed in the Recorp, and, as they have called up a
great question, I have here some practical suggestions relating
to the same matter from the National Woolen Manufacturers’
Association, which I ask may go into the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request
of the Senator from Wyoming will be agreed to. The Chair
hears none. .

The matter referred to is as follows:

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WooL MANUFACTURERS,
K Washington, D. C., June 10, 1909.
Hon. Fraxcis E. WARREN

United States Senat'e: Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: The attack by Mr. Samuel 8. Dale, of Boston, on the com-
Eensamry duties of Schedule A—an attack brought before the Senate
y Senators opposed to the present tariff system—is no new line of
hostility. Precisely the same attack, based on simllar figures, can be
found in the congressional debates in every tariff revision for forty
years.

This method is perfectly familiar. It is well known that the shrink-
age of wool varies so greatly that of some kinds of wool in the raw
state only 2 pounds are required to make a pound of finished cloth,
while of other wools G pounds are required. r. Dale has followed the
usual ex{)edlent of limiting his examination chiefly or altogether to
wools of low ghrinkage. which of course give the desired resalt.

In reply to Mr., Dale we desire to submit the testimony of a large
group of representative practical manufacturers, already presented to
the Committee on Ways and Means. These statements are based upon
standard fabrles in large use. They show that in the making of these
fabrics from 33 to upward of 4 pounds of unwashed wool have actually
begn required to make 1 pound of finished cloth, and that therefore on
these standard goods the present compensatory duties are no more than
adequate.

r. Dale is one of many editors engaged in writing on the textile
industries. The publication to which he is attached is not the single
organ of the wonl) industry, as has been represented to the Senate, but
is one of several publications. The majority of these publications, and
yresumably the majority of these editors, are not in accord with Mr.

ale in his attitude toward the protective tarif and the wool schedule.

Without disparagement of Mr. Dale, it may be fairly sald that the
mannfacturers whose testimony as to the adequacy of the compensatory
dutlies are submitted herewith, have had a very much lnr?er experience
than Mr, Dale in practical wool manufacture, and are qualified to speak
out of a very much broader observation.

Sincerely, yours,
WiNTHROP L. MARVIN, Secretary.

COMPENSATORY DUTIES.

STATEMENTS OF PRACTICAL MANUFACTURERS AS SUBMITTED TO THE
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS BY THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
WOOL MANUFACTURERS.

The statement of an average shrinkage of 60.5 per cent in American
wools represents the loss up to and including the scouring process—
not the further shrinkage In the various processes of manufscture. On
this polnt we now present the largest amount of testlmonE‘ from prac-
tical manufacturers ever procured and given to Congress, irst are the
letters of a group of manufacturers who state the shrinkage between
the greasy wool and the finished cloth.

Thomas Oakes & Co., of Bloomfield, N. J., submit five samples of
carded woolen cloth, In which from 3 pounds to 4.16 pounds of greasy
wool are required to make 1 pound of finished cloth, and also four sam-
ples of worsteds in which from 3.7 to 4 pounds of greasy wool are
required to make a pound of finished cloth.

he Talbot Mills, of North Billerica, Mass., submit two samples of
carded woolen cloth, and state that it requires 3.52 pounds of greasy
wool to make a pound of finished cloth.

8. Slater & Sons, of Webster, Mass., submit two samples of black
broadcloths, In one of which 3.60 pounds of greasy wool are required to
make 1 pound of finished cloth, and In the other 4.64 pounds of greasy
wool are required to make 1 pound of finished eloth.

M. T. Stevens & Sons Company, of North Andover, Mass., submit
three samples of dress goods and three of broadeloths, in which from
3.34 to 4.03 pounds of greasy wool are required to produce 1 pound of
finished cloth.

The Globe Woolen Company, of Utlea, N. Y., submit samples and
gtate that 3 pounds 1 ounce of greasy wool are required to make 1
ggnnﬂ of "“?"‘};-&‘L"}ei a;l:?tgi- g.nrdaqthiarid 2 %:ounds; L) il'.nunces gnd 2 pounds

ounces o u 0 make ound of wo
cloth, according to the samples presented. z . atec
ompany, of I"assaie, N. J., state that

Ogh . Fc:irsm}a.un - Hut?uﬂl feld 1 24 3
100 pounds of greasy wool will yie! rom to 34 pounds of finished
cloth, according to samples submitted by the company.

The letters in full are as follows:

BrooMriELD, N. J., December 16, 1908.
Mr. WILLTAM WHITMAN,

President National Association of Wool Manufacturers.

DeAR Sik: At the hearing Dbefore the Ways and Means Committee,
held at Washington on the 2d instant, many of the questions asked
and some of the testimony filed with that committee l}ndh':ated a very
erroneous and exaf, rated idea of the compensatory duty as now in-
corporated in the Dingley tariff laws.

o convince ourselves as to the real facts, we have examined our
own records as manufacturers of fine woolens and worsteds, and here-
with submit to you samples of our Eroduct. with all particulars per-
taining to thelr manufacture. We have selected such cloths as are
made of fine wools, both foreign and domestic, in order to give a fair
and comprehensive cemparison as to the compensatory duty at its
present ratio of o 1.

We have given this our careful attention, taking the data used from
our books in the different departments, and we stand ready to vouch
for its accuracy. ‘
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We wish to say that we manufacture all our yarns, both woolen and

worsteds, and use only the finer qualities of wool, and no cotton ls
wsed whatever. Our woolen goods are largely faced or napped goods,
the loss In weight Is probably greater im their manufacture than
any other céaalia] o!lwoolen goods, due to excessive fulling or felting,
n g, and shearing.
e submit five samples of woolen goods designated by letters A, B,

C D E
Carded woolen cloth.
Grease
Fabric. Wool made of— wool Cloth
required.
Pounds. Pound.
A—Kersey............| Australian geelong, 80'S.. ... ..... 8.00 1
B—Uniform . .| XXX terri = 2 4.16 1
8.7 1
4.06 1
8.84 1
Worsted cloths made of combed wools,
We also submit four samples of worsteds, as follows, viz:
Grease
‘Wool made of— wool ﬂf]&t:ﬁ
required. &
Pounds, Pound.
Ohiodelaing. ~.ceeevoannnas 8.7 1
; 'i-'ﬁ{dfeiiimry" : 3'85 1
e
Ohiodelaing. cosuseraencsnan 8.7 1

Yours, very truly, Taos. 0AgEs & Co.
TaLsoT MILLS,
North Billerica, Mass., December 18, 1008,
WILLIAM WHITMAN,
Presiden

» EEQ.,
t National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
683 Atlantic avenue, Boston, Mass.

Dear Bie: Replying to yours 11th instant, I send you herewith the
following samplegl of carde}:'l woolen cloths:

A, piece dye cassimere, weighin 11,? ounces to 56 inches in width.
B, piece dye carriage lining, weighing f ounces to 54 inches in width.
Ti;%elattl:_ter is l1:;;;&]1 \ghsn(;: would ltaennca.l ;%x a sa.ek:hig. T{hﬁne ;ﬁre both

om a blend o cen e as, eight months, shrinking
gh per cent, and 50 per 1:e:lt:':ur California, eight months, shrinking 60 per

;o
ce'it takes 3.52 pounds of this wool to make 1 pound of finished cloth.
Yours, truly,

FREDERIC 8. CLARK, President.

8. BraTEr & Boxs (INcorPORATED) WooLEN MiLr,
Webster

» Mass., Jonuary 5, 1909,
WinLiaM WHITMAN, Esaq.,
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.
Dear Bir: Acknowledging receipt of your letter of December 11, we
would retg:brt as follows:

A. With this letter please find two samples of black broadeloths made
of carded weols,
B. The d of each cloth (by greasy

unantity of greasy wool in 1 poun
wool meaning befare sorting), Bilesian twill, 3.69 pounds; 444 cloth,

4.64 ds.

it l,:"lflﬂll:m and character of the wool in the Silesian twill is first-
class XXX Fa.de clothing wool.

D. The Silesian twill is made of one-half fine Australian foreign and
half fine Ohlo domestic, and the 444 cloth is made entirely of domestic
wool. We do not make worsted cloths, so can not send samples or an-
swer the questions under that heading.

Respectfully,
FrANK BurLEuLeEY SmiTH, Treasurer.
M. T. Brevess & Soxs DoMPANY,
North Andover, Mass., January 1, 1909.
B
Weight e tac
Goods. per square Quality of stock, quireldmt:
yard. one pound
of goods,
goods 3.76 3.71
E—Dress v . 3
F—Dress goods 4.5 8.66
D—Dress goods 5.7 3.89
A—Broadcloth b.b 384
B—Broadcloth 6.3 4.03
C—Broadcloth. 6.9 284
GLOBE WoOLEN COMPANY,
Utica, N. Y., December 29, 1908,
Mr. WiLLiAM WHITMAN,
Harding-Whitman Coempany, 78 Oh y street, Boston, Mass.

Deanr 8me: We inclose statement regarding carded woolen cloths and
worsted cloths made from combed wools, as you have requested, and
which we trnst will convey the Information you desire.

We also return the letter written by Mr. Robert Middleton to Mr.
Rufus 8. Frost.

Under separate cover we have sent you samples of cloth described in

GLOBE WOOLEN COMPANY.

the statement inclosed.
Yours, truly,

Carded woolen cloth.

Foreign or

Clam, domestic,

Bam- Gms.yginglloiﬁ:pound Character:

E
|

Domestie.
Do.

XX. Ohio clothing
washed.

Worsted cloths made of combed wool. _

Foreign or

Bam Greasy wool in 1 pound
ples, of cloth, Class. domestic.

1108....- 2 pounds 9 ounces ...
2 pounds 15 ounces ..

5
£
%
i

Domestie.
Australian.

ForsTMANN, HUFFMANN & Co.,
Passaie, N. J., January 8, 1909,

STATEMENTS REGARDING SAMPLES OF WOOL AND CLOTH.

Out of 100 pounds of imported greasy wool (sample No. 8) we pro-
duce 33 pounds of cloth No. VL 53

Out of 100 pounds of scoured wool of the same grade (sample No.
12) we produce 81 pounds of finished cloth No. VI

t of 100 pou: of the greasy wool which is used for the manu-

facture of cloths Nos. IV, V, and VII, and which is also imported, we
produce 24 pounds of finished cloth.

Out of 100 pounds of scoured wool of the same de (sample No.
10) we produce T8 pounds of the three above-mentioned cloths Nos.

IV, V, and VIIL
asy wool No. 9, which is of domestic origin

Out of 100 pounds of
1 and

we produce 31 pounds o“cluth No. I, 34 pounds of cloth No. II,

(%oun s of cloth No. =

t of 100 pounds of scoured wool of the same grade of domestic
wool (sample No. 11% we produce T8 tEotlmm of cloth No. I, 84 pounds
of cloth No. II, and B1 pounds of cloth No. III.

Taking into consideration the fact that the cost of freight and
wages for sorting and seour wool are much higher for the American
than for the European manufacturer, the duty of 44 cents per pound
on such finished cloths as are represented by samples Nos. I to VII
does not give any proteetion with the duty of 11 cents per pound on
greasy wool.

JULIUS FORSTMAXN.

FROM WOOL TO TOPS.

An rtant statement from Harry Hartley & Co., top manufac-
turers, of Bost is submitted, showing the amount of top dueed
from various w grown in the United States. ‘This shows that 100
pounds of fine merino territory weol ylelds 21,73 pounds of tops; 100
pounds of fine medium territory wool yields 24.45 pounds of tops:; 100

unds of medium half-blood territory wool yiel 28.80 unds of

ps ; 100 pounds of fine unwashed Ohio and Michigan wool ylelds 26.47
pounds of tops; 100 pounds of average fine Texas wool yields 24.45
pounds of tops; 100 pounds of twelve months’ Texas wool, long staple,
yields 27.90 pounds of tops; and 100 pounds of guarter-blood territory

wool ylelds 37.30 pounds of tops. This statement further confirms the
soundness of the proposition that 4 pounds of wool are, on the average,
required to produce a pound of finished eloth. It should be remem-
bered that ig a further considerable shrinkage in

m the top there
the process of m-anumcfgurmg Co.
is, in full, as follows:

HARRY HARTLEY & co. (INC.).

Particulars of ameount ef iog yielded Dy various wools grown in the
nited States.

Fine merino territory wool (American). Take 100 pounds: Taking
off string, dung locks, and refuse (4 per cent) leaves 96 pounds of
sorted wool. ink! 70 per cent, yielding 30 per cent of clean
wool, yields 28.80 po of scoured wool. In carding it makes 8 per
cent of card and burr waste, yields 26.50 pounds of carded sliver. In
combing it makes 18 per cent of noil (waste), ylelds 21.73 pounds of tep.
Resnlt, 100 pounds of fine territory wool yiel'dx 21,783 pounds of top.

As the shrinkage of fine territory wool varies from 68 to 73 per cent,
I have taken an average shrinkage as 70 per cent.

Fine medinm_territory wool. ake 100 pounds: Taking off strings,
a locks, and refuse (‘: JJer cent) leaves 96 pounds of sorted wool.
Sh.r#nking 67 per cent, yielding 33 per cent of clean wool, ylelds 31.68

ounds of scoured wool. In carding it makes T per cent of card and

urr waste, ylelds 20.48 pounds of earded sliver. In combing it makes
17 per cent of noil (waste{. eaves 24.45 pounds of top. Result, 100
pounds of fine medium territory wool yields 24.45 pounds of top.

Medinom half-blood territory wool (American). Take 100 pounds:
Taking off string, dung locks, fribs, and refuse (iilger cent) leaves 96

@

The statement of Harry Hartley

pounds of wool. Shrinking 62 per cent, yielding 38 per cent of
sconred wool, yields 36.48 pounds of scoured wool. In carding it makes 6
per eent of and burr waste, tylelds 34.29 pounds of carded wool. In
combing it makes 16 per cent of noil (waste), yields 28.80 pounds of top.

Result, 100 pounds of -blood territory wool yields 28.80 pounds of top.
Fine unwashed Ohio and Michigan wool. Take 100 pounds: Takin,
off strings, dung locks, and refuse (8 per cent) leayes 92 pounds o
gorted wool. gﬂn 64 per cent, ylelding 36 per cent, ylelds 33.12
unds of scoured wool. In ecard it makes 5 per cent of eard and
arr waste, ylelds 31.46 pounds of carded sliver. In combing it makes 15
per cent of noil éwxwr.ej, leaves 26.74 pounds of top. Result, 100 pounds
of fine nnwashed Ohio and Michigan wool yields 26.47 pounds of top.
Average fine Texas wool. Take 100 pounds: Taking off strings, dung
locks, and refuse (4 r cent) leaves 96 pounds sorted wool. Shrink-
ing 67 r cent, yielding 33 per cent, ylelds 31.68 pounds scoured wool.
In carding it makes T per cent of card and bur waste, 29.46 pounds
earded sliver. 1In combing it makes 17 per cent of noils (waste), 24 45
pounds top. Result, 100 pounds of average fine Texas wool yield 24.45

unds top.
poTwelve pmanum' Texas wool, long staple. Take 100 pounds: Taking
off string, tags (dung locks), and refuse (31 per cent) leaves 97 pounds
sorted wool. Bhrinking 64 per cent, ylelding 36 per cent of scoured
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wool, 34.92 pounds scoured wool, In.carding it makes 6 per cent of
card and bur waste, 32.82 pounds carded sliver. In combing it makes
15 per cent of noils (waste), 27.00 pounds top. Result, 100 pounds of
merino Texas yields 27.00 pounds top.

Quarter-blood terrltorg wool (American). Take 100 pounds: Taking
off strings, duﬂﬁﬁllﬂfikﬁ. ribs, and refuse per cent) leaves 97 pounds
gorted wool. rinking 54 per ecent, yielding 46 per cent of scoured

wool, 44.62 pounds scoured wool. In earding it makes 5 per cent of
ecard and bur waste, 42.30 pounds carded sliver. In comhlng into top
it makes 12 per cent of nolls, 37.30 pounds top. Result, 100 pounds
of quarter-blood territory ;'Ields 37.30 pounds top..

8COUBED WO0OL TO CLOTH.

The statements submitted above have shown the total shrinkage from
mited below show separately the shrinkage from the scoured wool to
the top, a partially manufactured product. Turther statements sub-
mitted below show separately the shrinkage from the scoured wool to
the finished cloth In the processes of manufacturing, and in some cases
also the shrinkage from the greasy wool to the scoured wool. That 3

ﬁounds of greasy wool are required to make 1 pound of scoured wool
as long been a fundamental proposition in the framing of the tariffs
of the Unlted SBtates. These statements that follow show conelusively

the additional shrinkage from the scoured wool to the finished fabric.

The Talbot Mills, of North Billerica, Mass., state that on the basis
of their three samples submitted it requires 1 pounds of scoured wool
to produce 1 pound of cloth.

The Botany Worsted Mills, of Psssall'::hN. J., whose managers have
important experience on both sides of the ocean, state that the loss
between the top and the finished dress goods
20 per ceat, and that 100 pounds of scoured wool produces about 60 to
65 per cent of finished cloth, and give other important particulars.
Four samples of dress goods are submlitted.

The Hockanum Company, of Rockville, Conn., submits samples of
fine worsteds made from Australlan yarn, and states than 100 pounds
of yarn in the gray produces 81.2 pounds of finished cloth.

The Globe Woolen Company, of Utiea, N. Y., submits samples of
carded woolen and worsted cloth, and states that 1 pound of scoured
wool will yleld 11.25 ounces of woolen cloth, and that 1 und of
geoured wool will yield In one sample 10.41 ounces, and in another 11.40
ounces of worsted cloth.

George E. Kunhardt, of Lawrence, Mass., submits eight samples of
wools, worsteds, and serges, and states that in one fabric 1 pound of
seoured wool yields 0.78 pound of finished cloth, and in the other 1
pound of scoured wool yields 0.83 pound of finished cloth.

The Roeck Manufacturing Company, of Rockville, Conn., submits a
sample of uniform cloth, and states that 4,000 pounds of fine domestic
wool in the fmase will yield 1,280 pounds of clean white wool, and
that this wool will yleld 821.60 po of finished cloth.

The Waterloo Woolen Manufacturing Comipan'_r submits two samples
of blue broadeloth, and states that the quantity of scoured wool in each
pound of cloth is approximately 13 pounds. It adds that although the
ghrinkage of the Australian woel used In one of the samples is
as b0 per cent,

# o # ]t is proper to state that In Europe similar goods are
made from wools of a much higher shrinkage. On account of the
specific duty on wool, it is necessary to select for importation such
as is of low shrinkage. Owing to the relatively small quantity of this,
there is keen competition among purchasers for America. It follows
that European manufacturers obtain equally good wool of heavier
shrinkage at a lower price per scoured pound. It follows also that
Ameriea can import only in very limited quantities the fine wools
grown in South Ameriea and the CaJ:e of Good Hope.

Thomas Oakes & Co., of Bloomfield, N. J., state that from 1.38 to
1.44 pounds of scoured wool are required to produce a pound of finished
cloth, according to samples submitted by them.

M. T. Stevens & Sons Co., of North Andover, Mass,, submit samples
of dress and broadcloth, and state that from 1.30 to 1.40 pounds
of scoul wool are re(iu.lred to produce 1 pound of ecloth.

The letters are published below :

TaLBoT MILLS,

North Billerica, Mass., January 2, 1909,
WiILLTAM WHITMAN, Esq.

President National Association Wool Aanufacturers,
Boston, Mass,

ours of December 30, the samples already

pounds of scoured wool per pound of cloth.

FrEpERIC 8. CLARE, President,

Passaic, N. J., January 4, 1909.
Wu, WHITMAX, Es

q.
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

Duan 8ir: In answer to your esteemed favors of December 15 and 18,

%Bﬁs and as requested, we beg to reply to your several queries as
ollows :

. 1, One hundred pounds wool in the grease usually yleld from 25 per
cent in territory up to 44 per cent of best Australian finish

approximates from 15 to

DeAn SIe: Replying to
gent in, A and B, require 1
Yours, truly,

better advantage than the heavier shrinkage wools which form the bulk
of the clip.

By express we are sending you four specimens of our dress goods,

ed as follows :
“ Btyle No. 8 (low) ;" “style No. 6 (med.) ;” “style No. 7 (fine) ;"
“style No. 4 (best),” which we hope will serve your purpose,
We also take pleasure in acknowledging receipt of your favor on the
2d instant, with goa.mphlet referred to by you, for which we thank you.
We trust the above information will aid you in convincing the Ways
and Means Commitiee of the importance that the compensatory duties
as now fixed be maintained on ounr class of goods, and that they will
see the justice to so recommend the present tarif to be continued in
the new tariff law they intend to introduce.
We re , Yours, very truly,
BoTaxy WorsTED MILLs,
Ferp. KuEN, Tregsurer.

HOCKEANUM COMPANY,
L Rockville, Conn., January 6, 1909.
Mr. WiLLiAM WHITMAN,
78 Chauncy strect, Boston, Mass.

DeAnr 8ir: At your request we are sending you a number of samples
of fine worsteds made from Australian worsted yarns, Our lence
in manuiacturlgg these goods is that they show an average ri.nking
from the worsted yarn in the gray to the finished cloth of 19 per cent,

and we account for this 19 per cent shrinking as follows: Blx per cent
loss in ggemg; 53§ per cent loss in waste; 83 per cent loss in finishing,
Thus, 100 pounds of yarn in gray produces 94 pounds after dyeing, 88.
pounds 81.2 nds of finished cloth.

frensy cloth, 81,
Trusting that this is what you want,
Yours, very truly,
F. T. MAXWELL, Treasurer.

GrLosE WooLEN COMPANY,
Utica, N. Y., January 1, 1909,
Mr. WiLLiam WHITMAN, President,
683 Atlantic avenue, Boston, Mass.

DueAR Sir: Your favor of December 30 received. Inclosed please find
statement showing welght of finished cloth in each of the samples we
sent you that can be made from 1 pound of scoured wool. The losed
statement, taken In connection with our statements.sent you dated
December 23, 1908, will show the details of shrinkage from greasy wool
to finished cloth.

The 80 Australian referred to means grade of wool and not size of
yarn.

Yours, truly, Grose WoOOLEN COMPANY,
Joax SiMsoN, Superintendent.
Carded woolen cloth.

Weight of Weight of
Barple. scoured wool.| finished cloth.

Ounees. Ounees.
Te 16 1.2
18. 16 11.25

Worsted oloths made of combed wool.

Weight of ‘Weight of
Sample. scoured wool. cloth,

Ounces, Ounces.
1108.... vemi 16 11,40
10 16 10.41

LAWRENCE, Mass., January 4, 1909.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WoOL MANUFACTURERS,
Boston, Mass.

GENTLEMEY : With reference to your favor of December 31, and an-
swering the inguiries Eon made in your letter of December 11, we are
herewith inclosing eight reference samples: First, two fancy woolens,
our 5600 and 6000 lines; second, three fancy worsteds, our 4450, 5250,
and 8200 lines ; and third, serges, our 160, 180, and 300.

In h 3 we designate the loss between scoured wool and fin-
ished cloth on our woolen fabrics.

We I¥pa this matter is sent you in satisfactory shape.

ed top.

Sy ours, faithfully,

m&élg?e hundred pounds wool in the grease render the fo?Fowing ’ GroRaE B. KUNHARDT.
Dotz 1. Carded woolen cloths.
ne-
Austratian.| FEReterrl- | 04
T¥. | domestie. A B. C. D.
Per cent, | Per cent. | Per cent. | 5600....| 4 pounds 9 ounces........ Class 1..| Domestic .| Fall California.

Sorted wool & 80 80 | 6000....| 3 pounds 1 ounce......... cea0....|.--.00.....] California and  terrl-
Top and noil gg 26 82 tory.
Tops, standard condition 2‘.lj| . ey

8. Thei’%m between top and finished dress goods approximates 15 per I1. Worsted cloths made of worsted yarns.
cent to per cent.

4, One hundred unds scoured wool would produce about 60 r
cent to G{:ﬂger cenmnlshed cloth. :: = A. B yarn.

6. Regarding the question of comparative scale of wa here and
as pald on the European continent, we beg to say that so far as we are i
jnformed the wages in this country are at least twice that paid abroad, .| 17.8 ounces .......| 2408 X Arlington mﬁ yarn, colored.
and in many cases three times higher. - 2428 XXX al Arlington gray yarn.

The Australian wools that we use are the lighter shrinkage wools 2288 Ar 1 gray yarn.
from that country, which, under existing conditions, we can import to
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III. LOSS BETWEEN SCOURED WOOL AND FINISHED CLOTH.

In the above 5,600 line the equivalent for 1 pound of scoured wool
is 0.78 pound of finished cloth.

In the above 6,000 line the equivalent for 1 pound of scoured wool is
0.83 pound finished cloth.

MEMORANDUM.

If 1 pound of scoured wool makes 0.78 pound finished cloth, it would
reciulre 20.5 ounces of scoured wool to make 1 pound of finished ecloth.

f 1 pound of scoured wool makes 0.83 pound finished cloth, it would
require 19.3 ounces of scoured wool to make 1 pound of finished cloth.

THE Rock MAXUFACTURING COMPANY,
Rockville, Conn., December 17, 1908.
GENTLEMEN : We hand you herewith our method of ﬂﬁnring the cost
per finished yarn of the wool used in making an indlgo, wool-dyed,
steam-finished dark blue uniform cloth, to weigh 16 ounces per Ilinear

yard.

Taking 4,000 pounds of fine domestic wool In the grease, there will
be a shrinkage during the process of scouring of 68 per cent. This will*
give 1,280 pounds of clean white wool.

During the various processes of manufacture—carbonizing, coloring,
carding, splnning, dressing, weaving, and finishing—there will be an
ﬁdﬂﬁ!ﬁﬁ n:irinkage of 28 per cent, which will leave 921.60 pounds of

n o

Pounds.
Fine domestic wool in the grease 4, 000
68 per cent shrinkage during scouring 2,720
Clean white wool _ 1,280
28 per cent shrinkage during manufactore_______________ S T
Pounds of finished cloth 021. 6

Four and one-half pounds of greasy wool to 1 pound of cloth.
sch‘gg Ihand you below a sample of the cloth produced by the above
ule.

THE ROCK MANUFACTURING COMPANY.

WATERLOO WOOLEN MANUFACTURING COMPANY,
New York, January 4, 1909,
WILLTAM WHITMAN, Esq.,
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers.

Desr Sir: Replylng to your various communications, I have sent
you two samples, as follows:

CARDED WOOLEN CLOTHS.

(1) Blue broadcloth, 54 inches wide inside selvage, weight 16 ounces
per linear yard, made from Australian 70s merino; q,gantlt of greasy
wool in each pound of cloth, 55 ounces, on the basis of 46 per cent
shrinkage. Quantity of scoured wool in each pound of cloth, approxi-
mately 1% pounds.

(2) Blue broadecloth, 54 inches wide inside selvage, weight 16 ounces

¢ linear yard, made from fine unwashed fleece wool grown in Ohio,
%‘:es: Virginia, or Pennsylvania ; quantity of greasy wool in each pound
of cloth, 67 ounces, on the basis of 64 per cent shrinkage. uantity of
gcoured wool in each pound of cloth, approximately 1§ pounds.

2. We do not make worsted cloths from combed wools.

% We epin all of the woolen yarns used in our fabries.

Although the shrinkage of the Australian wool used in sample No. 1
is given as 56 per cent, it is proper to state that in Europe similar
goods are made from wools of a much higher shrinkage. On account
of the specific duty on wool, it is necessary to select for importation
guch as is of low shrinkage. Owing to the relatively small q’uantity
of this there is keen competition among purchasers for America. It
follows that European manufacturers obtain equally good wool of
heavier shrinkage at a lower price per scoured pound. It follows also
that America can import only in very limited quantities the fine wools
grown in South America and the Cape of Good Hope.

It is stated above that approximately 13 pounds of scoured wools are
required to make 1 pound of goods. This is subject to variation, de-
pending on the amount of vegetable matter, kemp, and short fiber in
each purchase of wool, upon the amount of finish given the cloth, and
is also Influenced by the fact that most broadcloth manufacturers deliver
goods weighing more than the contract calls for. Thus 1§ pounds of
scoured wool will produce sometimes .975 pound of cloth, sometimes
1.08 pounds of cloth, the variation between these limits depending on
the factors mentioned above.

Yours, truly,
WATERLOO WOOLEN MANUFACTURING Co.,
A. M. PATTERSON, Prcsident,

BLOOMFIELD, N. J., January 9, 1909.
WILLIAM YWHITMAN, Esq.
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

Dear Sir: We have your favor of yesterday's date requesting that
we send the quantity represented in pounds of scoured wool required
for 1 und of finished cloth in the several samples previously sent to
vou. We forwarded yesterday the same information represented by per-
centages, but now inclose the same, as you request, in pounds:

Pounds scoured 1cool to 1 pound finished wool.

Woolens :
Sample A 1. 44
Sample B__ 1. 41
Sample C e 1. 40
Sample D 1. 38
= Eigglple B o2s 1. 38
orsteds :
Sample F. 1.41
Sample G 1. 42
Sample H 1. 44
Sample I 1. 41

The results, so far as our samples are concern are so uniform we

think an average of 1.40 would fairly repreaentmaie scoured quantity
for 1 pound finished product.
Yours, truly,

TaoMmAs Oaxes & Co.

M. T. STEVENS & Boxs COMPANY,
North Andover, Mass., January 11, 1909,

1Pmmd.n'l
- Weight ciean woo,
Goods. per square Quality of stock. Tequirecw
yard. produce
one pound
of goods.
Ounees.
8.75 | Fine medium territory... 1.80
4.6 |.....d0... 1.30
57 ] e S A 132
BB |aas-s ) L ep s s utin mu e vy 1.82
{2l BE 1) ATt i 1.4
6.9 | Capeand Port Phillip.... 1.4

A SUMMARIZED STATEMENT.

The tables of Harry Hartley & Co. show the actual quantity in
pounds of wool top, worsted yarn, and finished goods made from 100
pounds of greasy wool in the bale, and the equivalent number of pounds
of greasy wool required for the cloth, recapitulated as follows:

Pounds | Pounds fﬁ;‘f;}"
Character of wool Pounds of of greasy
; of tops. | worsted | finished | Bretsy
yarn. | goods. eloth,
Fine merino territory.ccceeeeecasssncnnea 21.73 20,64 17.56 5.7
Fine medium territory ........... 24.45 23.23 19.75 5.1
Mediom one-half blood territory ........ 28,80 27.36 " 4.3
Fine medinm unwashed Ohio and Mich-

BN T R e SR o 26. 47 25.15 21.88 4.7
Average fine Texas...........oc.aas 24.456 23.28 19.76 5.1
Twelve months Texas, long staple.. 27,90 26. 50 22.53 4.4
One-quarter blood territory ............. 87.80 85.43 80.12 8.3

From the best estimate obtainable the average shrinka
wool to scoured wool of the entire wool product of the United States is
at least 60 per cent.

On this basis, 100 gound.s of such greasy wool would, as a broad,
general statement, yield, on the average, 973 pounds of sorts, 39 pounds
of scoured wool, 31.2 pounds of top, 203 pounds of worsted yarn, 25
pounds of finished worsted cloth.

From the testimony already received we have the following results:
Carded woolen cloths.—Ten exhibits; 24 samples from mills makin
finished goods from greasy wool bought in the bale. Average, 3.73
pounds of wool to 1 pound of cloth; lowest, 8 pounds; highest, 4.64

pounds.

Carded 1woolen clot?u.-—Ei;fht exhibits; 28 samples showing the
amount of scoured wool required to make 1 pound of finished ecloth.
Average, 1.37 pounds ; lowest, 1.20 pounds; highest, 1.55 pounds.

Compensating dutg' required on the basis of scoured wool dutiable at
33 cents equals 45.21 cents.

Worsted cloths from mills making their own tops and yarns.—Three
exhibits; 12 samples. Average, 3.66 unds of weol to 1 pound of
finished cloth ; lowest, 2.56 pounds; hlﬁe ast, 4.55 pounds.

Worsted cloths from mills making their own tops and yarns,—Three
exhibits; 12 samples showing the number of pounds of scoured wool
required to make 1 pound of finished cloth. verage, 1.55 pounds of
gc?é:red wgol to 1 pound of finished cloth ; lowest, 1.40 pounds; highest,

A unds.

Colg(:)ensntlng duty required on the basis of scoured wool dutiable at
23 cents equals 51.15 cents,

Worsted cloths made by manufacturcrs who purchase their worsted
yarns, showing loss between yarn and cloth.—Two exhibits; 11 sam-

les; 8 Ausiralian worsted yarn; 1 Australian and territory yarn;
g fine medium territory yarn; 18.84 ounces of worsted yarn are re-
quired to make 1 pound of finished goods; shrinkage, 15+ per cent.

These exact statements, drawn from the actual business experience of
representative importers of wool and manufacturers of woolen and
worsted fabries, are strong cumulative testimony that the standard of
4 pounds of greasy wool to 1 pound of finished cloth, the long-recognized
basis of the compensatorf duty, is a just standard, and that it ought to
be embodied in the wool and woolen schedule of the tariff law which
the Committee on Ways and Means is now considering. It Is not denied
that there are wools less than 4 pounds of which will produce a pound
of cloth. 5

Those hostile interests which attack our compensatory duty as a part-
of the protective system are in the habit of selecting such wools, as has
been done by certain English manufacturers of Bradford, in a brief sub-
mitted to your committee by their representatives, F. Butterfield & Co,,
of New York. DBut, on the other hand, there are wools in constant use
in this country, of both foreign and domestic production, more than 4
pounds of which are required to produce a pound of finished cloth.

That statement of Senator ALpricH, chairman of the SBenate Com-
mittee on Finance, which we have already quoted, goes right to the
heart of this guestion of compensatory duties when, referring to the
foes of a protective policy, Senator ALDRICH says:

“ They have selected certain kinds of wool, and declared that in these
particular instances the proportion of shrinkage and waste is only as 2
or 3 pounds of wool to 1 of cloth. I grant there are such Instances ; but
as it is the weakest link in the chain or the lowest point in the levee
that determines efficiency, so we are bound to take the highest shrink-
age wools accessible to foreigners and to caleulate the compensatory
duty on the basis of these. If our manufacturers are excluded from
the use of this class of wools, their competitors do use them, and it is
against these that the equalization of conditions is fo be effected.

“Again, it has been acg%ued that the formula Is wrong, because
certaﬁ:’ fabrics are produ in which 4 pounds of wool, even of this
high-shrinking quality, are not required to manufacture a pound of
goods, while the compensatory duty is fixed at four times the wool
duty. Goods woven on cotton warps or containing some admixture of

from greasy
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shoddy are clted. I grant the facts in this instance also. But we
must, a8 I have already shown, arrange the compensation on the basis

of the best cloths; otherwise we should determine, by our le tion,
that the manufacture in this country shall be confined to e lgw;er
rmanent in-

§raﬂcs of goods. That would be to affix the brand of
erlority upon our woolen manufactures. Nor is it Fossi le in a tarif®
bill to so adjust a system of compensatory duties that it shall exactly fit
the amount of wool consumed in an almost infinite variety of fabrics.”

Another objection that may be urged to act:eﬁtjng the proportion of
4 pounds of wool to 1 pound of cloth, and owing a compensatory
duty on this basls, is that the tgreat ghrinkage In the wool is not always
fully lost—as in the case of noils, for instance. But the manifest
reply to this, which has been presented before and is now emphasized
again, is that though these nolls have a value, that value is very much
less than the foreign or original cost of the wool from which they
were made—Iless than the forelgn cost of the wool, exclusive of the
duty. Thus, it is plain that the manufacturer, who pays the duty on
the wool and the noils included in it, does not recover the duty paid
upon the noils when gells them. Therefore the value of the nolils
can rightfully be eliminated from the calculation.

What the tariff makers have sought in past years is to fix a falr
average standard, sufficient under all normal circumstances to compen-
sate American wool manufacturers for the relatively high rates of duty
which they are required to Pay upon their raw material. This standard
of 4 pounds of greasy wool to 1 pound of cloth, though often assailed
1}1\- rival foreign manufacturing interests and their representatives in the
United States, has stood the test of forty years of eritical examination,
and we urge you respectfully that it once more be adopted by your
committee in the preparation of the new tariff law.

Very lrnlly. yours,

William Whitman, Boston, president and chairman ex
officlo; Frederic 8. Clark, North Billerica, Mass.;
Walter Erben, Philadelphia, Pa.;

Louis B. Goodall,
Sanford, Me. ; Edwin Farnham Greene, Boston, Mass. ;
Joseph R. drund:,

I’hlladel&bia. Pa.; John Hope-
well, Boston, Mass. ; rge BE. K rdt, Lawrence,
Mnss. ; J. R. MacColl, Pawtucket, R. I.; Francis T.
Maxwell, Rockville, Conn.; J. F. Maynard, Utica,
N. Y.; Thomas Oakes, Bloomfleld, N. J.: Winthro
L. Marvin, Secretary, Tarlf Committee Nationa
Association of Wool nufacturers.

COMPENSATORY DUTIES.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
WOOL MANUFACTURERS, FERRUARY 10, 1909.

BosToN, Mass., February 9, 1909.
Hen, Sgrexo E. PAYNE,
Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Siz: We wish to submit to you herewith some supplementary
gitatements from manufacturers relative to the compensatory duties,
showing the amount of greasy wool required to make a pound of cloth,
the shrinkage between top and yarnm, ete.

The American Woolen Company submits 10 samples of woolen and
worsted fabrics, and states that from 3.84 to 4.50 pounds of greasy
wool are required to produce 1 pound of these fabries.

John and James Dobson, of the Falls of Schuylkill Carpet and Plush
Mills, submit four samples of cloths, and state that with the exception
of the Australian wool it takes more than 4 pounds of unwashed wool
to make a gound of these eloths—the Australian a little less.

The Middlesex Company submits two samples of uniform ecloth, and
states that a little more than 4 pounds of greasy wool are required to
make 1 pound of one of these fabrics and slightly over 6 pounds to
make 1 pound of the other.

Statements of the Pocasset Worsted Onmg{gnr. 8. Blater & Bons, the
Standish Worsted Company, and the Dunn Worsted Mills relate to the
sllar‘i]?kafe between tops and yarn, yarn and cloth, scoured wool and
cloth, ete.

This testimony Is confirmatory of other statements of manufacturers
already submitted by us to your committee,

We submit, also, a statement of Brown & Adams, wool commission
merchants of Boston, that Australian fine wools will shrink from 45 to
65 per cent, Cape wools from §5 to 76 per cent, and South American
wno’%s from 50 to 72 per cent—confirming in general statements already
filed with the committee from John G. Wright and
& Btevenson, that 4 Founds of greasy wool to 1
is the proper basis of a compensatory duty.

ery truly, yours,
Willlam Whitman, Boston, president and chalrman ex
officio; Frederic B. Clark, North Billerica, Mass.;

Farnsworth, Thayer
pound of finished cloth

Charles H. Harding, Philadelphia, Ta.: Louls B,
Goodall, Banford, Me. ; Joseph R. Gr!md;, Philadelphia,
; John Hopewell, Boston, Mass.; John P. ’?ooﬂ,

. R. MaecColl, Pawtucket, R. I.;
Francis T. Maxwell, Rockville, Conn. ; J. F. Ma le
Utiea, N. Y., and Thomas Oakes, Bloomfield, N. J.,
tariff committee, National Association of Wool Manu.
facturers ; Winthrop L. Marvin, secretary.

Pa.; |
Philad.elpb!a. a. 3

AMERICAN WOOLEN COMPANY
W, M. Woob, President,
Boston, AMass., January 18, 1909.
War. WiTMaN, Esq

President National Association o; Wool Manufacturers,
78 uncey Street, Boston, Mass.

Drar Bmm: We forward you herewlth samples of woolen and worsted
fabrics and trust the information given below is what you require,

Sample “A": 93 ounces broadcloth made from domestic wool. Re-

unires 4 pounds of grease wool or 223 ounces of clean wool to make
ound of cloth.
ample “B”: 20 ounces kerseg made of Australian wool.
sli tEmunds of grease wool or 22 ounces of clean wool per pound of
cloth.

SBample “C": 16 ounces kersey made from® Australian wool. Re-
q;.litrgs 3% pounds of grease wool or 22 ounces clean wool per pound of
cloth.

Sample “D": 1T ounces indigo kersey made from domestic wool. Re-
qluitrfs 4 pounds of grease wool or 223 ounces clean wool per pound of
cloth.

Requires

Bample *1": 13

ounces worsted cloth made from domestic wool.
Requires 3.34 poun

of grease wool or 1.64 unds of clean wool per
pound of cloth. Re o

Sample “2": 16 ounces worsted made of territory wool. Requires
312:1:. pounds of grease wool or 1.70 pounds of clean wool per pound of

Sample *“3 " : 18 cunces worsted made from territory wool. Requires
gl.!osghpuunﬂs of grease wool or 1.78 pounds of clean wool per pound of

Sample “4": 16 ounces worsted made from territory wool. Re-
quires 4.55 Egnnda of grease wool or 1.54 pounds of clean wool per
pound of cloth.

Bample “5": 15 ounces worsted made from Australlan wool. Re-
quires 3.37 pounds of grease wool or 1.61 pounds of clean wool per
pound of cloth.

ple “6": 18 ounces worsted made from Australian wool. Ie-
quires 3.37 pounds of grease wool or 1.61 pounds of clean wool per

pound of ecloth.
Yours, truly, AMERICAN WoOLEN COMPANY,
C. J. BoprFisH,

Manufacturing Sceretary.

FALLS OF BCHUYLEILL
CARPET AND PLUsH MILLS,

Philadelphia, January 16, 1909.
Mr., WiLLiax WHITMAN i s .

President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, AMuss.

DeAR Sik: I herewith send you four different samples of cloths, num-
bered 1 to 4, inclusive. » 3

No. 1 is a cloth made from all Australian wool. 1 also send you the
amount of scoured fine wool that it will take to make a pound of this
cloth, calculated, as you will see, as ger sheet ineclosed.

I also send {?u sample marked . 2, made from half Australian
and half domestic fine Montana, with the same ealculations.

I also send you samples made from Ohio wool, marked No. 3, with
the same calculations.

: t} also send you samples No. 4, made from territory wool, with ealeu-
ations.

In making these calculations, I take 4 pounds of each kind of wool
in unwash condition. I think you will find these calculations as
near accurate as it is possible to get them. The shrinkage of wools
¥you can ascertain in Boston as well as I can. Of course, these are from
actunl experience. The higher the finish of the goods in the way of
broadeloth, the more the shrinkage will be.

You will notice that the manufacture of broadeloth is a very differ-
ent proposition from the manufacture of a worsted plece of goods. In
many cases these goods are in the fulling mills for a whole day to be
felted ; the higher the felting the heavier the loss,

You will notiee that, with the exception of the Australian wool, it
takes more than 4 pounds of unwashed wool to make a pound of
cloth: the Australian takes a little less. The wools imwn in Silesla,
in Russin, and the Cape of Good Hope have a much higher shrinkage
than the Australian wools, but the average is about the American
standard of shrinkage.

Hoping the above information will be of service to you, I remain,

Yours, very respectfully,
JamEes Dopsox.

. MIDDLESEX COMPANY,
Lowcll, Mass., January 1§, 1909.
War. WarTMAN, Esq.,

President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

DrAn Sie: I lm{ to hand you herewith two samples of cloth manufae-
tured by the Middlesex Company. These are of a type produced by this
company for a great many years and are used in maktn$ uniforms.

Sample No. 1 1s made of fine Ohlo wool, and from 100 pounds of wool
in the bale we made 24.36 pounds of cloth, or a little more than 4
pounds of wool to a pound of cloth.

Sample No. 2 is made chiefly from Idaho wool, and from 100 pounds
of this wool we made 19.87 pounds of cloth, or slightly over 5 pounds of
wool to a pound of cloth.

¥rom this It appears that the specifiec or compensating duty, which is
based on the theory that 4 pounds of wool are reguired to make 1

und of cloth, I8 not placed too high as far as It concerns the uni-

orm cloths made by this company.
Yours, respectfully, C. Brooxs STEVENS, Treasurcr,

PocAssET WORSTED COMPAXNY,
Boston, Mass., January 11, 19509,
Mr. WILLIAM WHITMAN,
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

Deag Mr. WHITMAXN : Replying to your letter of January 0, I am
inclosing a memorandum glving the shrinkage losses from top to
worsted yarn for the years 1905, 1906, 1907, and 1908. These losses
include the invisible losses, and they are exactly as taken from our
books. They are figured on the basis of a half-blood quality similar
to your 4's During the year 1908 the loss is smaller than
dnrfng the previous years, and this is accounted for by the fact that
we have been using finer qualities of wool. We have found, when
using quarter blood, both domestic and foreign, our shrinkage loss to

up as h as 16 per cent, and on low quarter bloods I can readily
ggliefe that it will in some instances go above 20 per cent.

I am also inclosing some data giving prices of labor in England for a
worsted yarn mill similar to the Pocasset; and also data on the selling

rice of worsted yarn and worsted tops in various qualities in Bradford
n November, 1908. You may find it of interest to tabulate these fig-
ures, and they may be of value to your committee in showing the exact
Eon%trtlgdns, as regards costs, at the present time in this country and
radiord.

Romigijy speaking, I find that the labor costs In our own mill are
about per cent higher than the costs here given. I think it is fair
to assume that general fixed charges in this country are about donble
to what they are in nd. In tabulating some of these figures I
seem to find that if the duty on wool is dropped from 11 to 8 cents, it
will be necessary to have a larger ad valorem duty on worsted yarn in
order to compensate for this drop, especially on yarns from 40's up to
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T0's. As the tariff Is now, we could readily have a little higher tariff
on numbers like 7T0’s and 80's, we finding that we have been unable to
mml)ete in the general market against yarn imported from Germany and
England in these numbers. Of course we do not care to make any great
amount in these numbers, but if a sclentific duty is arranged it should
be arranged so that all classes of worsted yarn should be proportionate
in the protection they have from the tariff.

ery truly, yours, F. C. FLETCIIER.

Pocasset Worsted Company—Memorandum of shrinkages between the
top and the finished yarn, including waste and invisible loss.

Per cent.

1005 10.12
1006 SR SR e e e e e R R N A 10. 60
1907 d i : 10.12
B e e 8.92
These shrinkages are based on a half-blood quality. Duﬂnﬁ the
year 1908 the qualities run In the mill were finer than a half-blood ;

during the other years about an average half-blood. When using three-
eighths and quarter-blood wools we have had the shrinkages go as high
as 16 per cent. The invisible loss, largely molsture, averages about 2}
per cent.
BosTo¥, Mass., January 18, 1909,
WiLLiaM WHITMAN,
President National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

Drar Sme: I am in recelpt of your letter of January 15. In the
shrinkage reFort which 1 gave you there was included the waste made
in the spinning, this shrinkage showing the total difference between the
pounds of top used during the year and the yarn produced, taking waste
of all kinds made in the mill. We find in maklnf tests on small lots
that there is a great variation in the d?ercentaﬁe of shrinkage, owing to
the invisible loss being different on different days. We also find that
there is a loss between the tops at 13} per cent condition and the yarn
shipped out of from 2} to 3 per cent, and our yearly figures of invisible
logs bear out the “era'ic loss figured from week to week,

Another point which 1 might mention is that we take a great deal of
sliver out of the top in e drawing, seldom finding e top clear
enongh all the way through to allow none of the sliver to be taken out
in one or the other of the ]preparations. It is possible that we make
more waste here than a mill ordinarily would do which makes the tops
in its own mill, and to some degree this might account for a seemingly
higher proportion of waste than you figure at the Arlington Mills.

Trusting thelabove answers your question,

Very truly, yours,
4 ge ; F. C. FLETCHER.
MARLBOROUGH-BLENHEIM,
Aflantic City, N. J., January 14, 1909.
WiILLIAM WHITMAN, Esq.

Dear Sik: Inclosed please find original letter from Mr. Spaulding

Bartlett to me under date of January 19, answering the questions in

ours to me of January T.
: I am, very truly, yours, FRANK BULKELEY SMITH,
> Treas., 8. Slater Sons, Inc.

8. SLATER & SoN (Incorporated),
Webster, Mass., January 12, 1909.

FraNK BULKELEY SMITH, Esq,

Marlborough-Blenheim, Atiantio City, N. J.

Dear Sir: Yours of the 11th, from Baltimore, inclosing Mr. Whit-
man's letter of January 7, is received, and I would answer his gues-
follows :

ﬂof.ssni?es!an twill, 'Iéhe fine Ohio wool used in the manufacture of

loth was washed.
thl23. El‘he 444 cloth was made of unwashed wool, and in using the
word * domestic” we do mot intend to distinguish it from territory
wool because it was made of territory wool, but used the word * domes-

" because, in Mr. hitman's letter of December 11, under the
:tffad, “ Carded woolen cloths,” question D, he asks us to state in
the case of each whether it is made of foreign or domestic wool.

3. It takes 20.8 ounces of scoured wool to make 1 pound of finished
cloth of the character of the two samples sent him ; that is, the Silesian
twill and the 444 cloth.

Respectfully, 8. BARTLETT.

B. F. Mellor, president The Standish Worsted Company, makers of
high-grade cloth; mills, Plymouth, Mass.

Prymourn, Mass., January 20, 1909.
Messrs. HarpinGg, WHITMAN & Co., Boston, Mass.
Mr. WM. WHITMAN,

Desr Bir: Yours of the 14th received and noted. In reply please
find inclosed four samples of our cloth, two light and two heavy
weights., On sample marked No. 1 we require 134 ounces of yarn and
the cloth finishes 123 ounces. On sample marked No. 2 we require 15
ounces of stock and the cloth weighs 133 ounces. On sample marked
No. 3 we require 183 ounces of stock and the cloth weighs 17 ounces.
On the sample marked No. 4 we require 183 ocunces of stock and the
cloth weighs 17 ounces.

These samples represent the wvarlous kinds of yarn which we use
in lnrg?st quantities, and we hope they will give you the information

ou desire.
T Yours, truly, Tae StaxpisH WORSTED COMPANY,
E. H. Dow.

DuxN WoRrsTED MILLS,
Woonsocket, R. I., January 18, 1909.

Mr. WILLIAM WHITMAN,
President Nati. 14 iation of Wool Manufacturers,
Boston, Mass.

Dear Sin: Your favor of the 14th recelved during writer's absence,
hence the delay in answering same. Under separate cover we are mail-
ing you samples of cloth made from XXXX grade, XXX E;mde. and PX
grade. We do not make a cloth from grade similar to Prime. These
goods we have made for some len of time, and writer has gone over
our figures very carefully and finds that they average as follows:
XXXX stock avera 1.10 pounds of worsted yarn to make 1 pound of
worsted cloth. X stock averages 1,113 of worsted yarn to make 1

unds of worsted
this information

Duxx WorsTED MILLS,
E. L. Dux~, Treasurer.

pound of worsted goods. PX stock averages 1.16
yarn to make c:lt,opound of worsted goods. We trus
will be satisfactory to you.

Yours, very truly,

BrowN & ADAMS,

Boston, January 13, 1909,
WILLIAM WHITMAN, Esq.,
President National Association of Wool Manufaocturers,
Boston, Mass.
DeAR Sir: In response to your question as to the shrinkages of for-
eign wools we beg to reply that, based on our experience as wool mer-
chants, covering a long period of years, it is our belief that by far the
larger proportion of the foreign wools grown of merino blood will
shrink on the average over 56 per cent. To be more specific, would
say that the Australian fine wools as a class will shrink all the way
from 45 per cent to 65 per cent. Wools from the Cape of Good Ilope,
the shrinkage is from 55 to 75 per cent. From South America, from 50
to 72 per cent. The Spanish wools will average around 64 per cent,
the French wools around 65 per cent, and the German wools around
65 per cent.
Very truly, yours,
THE BUSTED EAG TRUST.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, we were informed by the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Doruiver] that there was a rag trust.
I have some information here—I think some of it comes from
the same newspaper from which the Senator quoted—and
while this information may differ from his, I do not think it
will differ very much, as it looks as though it were more a * rag
bust” than a rag turst, I submit it, however, and ask that it
may be printed. It is not long, only two or three small items
and a couple of letters.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have no objection to its being printed. It
appears that this American United Woolen By-Products Com-
pany is in the hands of receivers. I learn that it went into
the receivers’ hands not on account of its failure to succeed in
business, but because of a controversy as to who should be
the president of it, the original organizer claiming that they
ought not to move him out becanse he had introduced the rest
of them to a very good thing. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. As this relates to the general subject of
trusts and we are anxious to get all the information we can
regarding them, and as there is not much of it, I ask that this
matter may go into the Recorp. It is a most formidable trust,
It claims to owe as much as $13,634 and to have assets amount-
ing to approximately $8,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
the request will be granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

BUSINESS TROUBLES—NEW YORKE—THE UNITED WOOLEN BY-PRODUCTS
COMPANY,
[From the Dally Trade Record, May 21, 1909.]

Following an unrecorded assignment made by the company to Samuel
8. Levor, associated with the F. B, Q. Clothing Company for the benefit
of creditors, an involuntary petition in bankruptey was filed yesterday
against the United Woolen By-Products Company, of 35 Vestry street.
The petition was filed by Colins, Wells & ‘.[Illﬁlles for these creditors:
Hays, Levi & Co., $279; The Washington Clothing Company, $275, and
The Fechheimer-Fishel Company, $286. It was alle that the com-

any made an assignment on May 19 and admitted in writing its
ability to pay its debts.

When it became known yesterday morn[nﬁ that the stockholders of
the company had agreed to an assignment being made at a meeting the
evening before, the bankruptey petition was anticipated. As stated
yesterday, a sheriff went into the place on Tuesday on a judgment for
electrical work. The liabilities of the company are $13,684 and the
assets approximately £8,000,

[From the Commercial Bulletin, May 22, 1909.]

It is reported that at a meeting of the creditors of the United
Woolen By-Products Company, of New York, held some days ago, resolu-
tions were adopted to call a meeting this week for the purpose of making
a general assignment of the business for the benefit of the creditors.
The llabilities of the company are sald to be more than $13,500, while
the value of the stock on hand Is estimated at $8,000,

UNITED WOOLEN BY-PRODUCTS COMPANY,
[From the Commercial Bulletin, May 20, 1900.]

Every little while the clothing manufacturers of the countrgesre ap-
proached by some “ wise guy,” who tells them that they are being un-
mercifully robbed by the dealer in woolen raﬁs. that they are not receiv-
ing what they should from the dealers for their clips and that the only
sure * get-rich-quick " method of disposing of thelr new clips is to form
a combination with other clothing manufacturers and sell through a
concern to be formed by themselves, thus eliminating the wholesale
dealer, and thereby reaping the enormous profits that should rightfully
go to them. The scheme has been tried time and time again, but never
with success. The latest concern in this line to fall was the United
Woolen By-Products Company, of 25 Vestry street, New York, a peti-
tion in bankruptey having been filed against them by the following cred-
itors: Hays, Levi & Co., $279; Washington Clothing Company, $275;
and Fechheimer Fishel Company, $£256.

The following Is whgt the New York Journal of Commerce and Com-
mercial Bulletin has to say about them : .

“It was alleged that the company is insolvent, on May 19 made an
asslgnment, and admitted in writing inability to pay its debts and
willingness to be adjudges bankrupt.

Browx & Apims,

In the absence of objection,

Deputy Sheriff Porges had al-

rendg made a levy on the assets under an execution of $271 in favor
gf it e Charles A. Borne Company, and put a keeper in the place of
usiness.

The company was incorporated on December 27, 1907, with a capital
stock of $3,000,000, and great things were expected of the new concern,
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which sought to revolutionize the business in this line. The original
lan was to form an association of clothing and cloak manufacturers,
ke from them their woolen clippings, and disposing of them to shoddy
and paper manufacturers. Stock of the corporation was to be given
to the members In payment for elippings up to July 1, 1908, after which
cash was to be paid for the cli?p ngs.

The business depression following the panie of 1907, it Is said, oper-
ated against the venture; there was a lack of cash capital, dissen-
tlons arose among those interested in the corporation regarding the
policy of the business, and various changes took place among the com-
?anr. Since the start there have been four presidents, the last one,
Joseph I. Klatz, having taken charge about three weeks ago. Meetings
have recently been held to devise plans to pay off the claims of creditors
and liquidate the assets, and it was finally decided to make an assign-
ment for the benefit of all the creditors.

NEw Yorr City, June 9, 1909.
Mr. WiNTHROP L. MARVIN,

New Willard Hotel, Washington, D. C.

Deanr Bie: I received your telegram to-day, as follows:

“Can you ascertain and send to me the capitalization, volume of
business, and other important details of TUnited Woolen By-Produets
Company, referred to by our enemies in Congress as a gigantic trust?”

To which I sent the following reply :

* Telegram__ receiveds New York corporation.
$3.000,000. WIll send further details.”

Since sending above, which I confirm, I have learned that this so-
called *““trust” is now in bankruptey. I inclose ciig&)lng from the
Daily Trade Record of May 21. This is the same $3,000,000 com-
pany referred to In my telegram. I verified this by later reports in
the papers.

Yours, very truly,

Capital stock,

MarncorLyM D. WHITMAN,

8. Rawitser & Co. (Incorporated),
Rawitser, N. Y., June 9, 1909.
Hon. Fraxcis E. WARREN,
United States Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sie: I have read In this evening's paper that the question of a
rag trust has come before you. To enlighten you about the so-called
“ United By-Products Company,” would say that a concern under that
name was formed about two years ago, simply combining a lot of clothin
house people, who wanted to dispose of their own cuttings, perhaps wit
the idea that they could do so to better advantage. I would also say
that it was merely a small affair and the concern has since gone into
the hands of a receiver. 1 give you this Information, not because I am
}'mll(iing for any advertising, but because I think it may be well for you
o know.

Respectfully, yours, 8. RawIiTSER & Co. (Incorporated),

H. RAWITSER, T'reasurer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next paragraph passed
over will be stated.
The SECRETARY,

graph 380.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to ask unanimous consent for a
reconsideration of the vote by which paragraph 365 was adopted.
for the purpose of offering the last amendment which I intend
to offer. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa asks
unanimous consent to reconsider the vote by which paragraph
365 was agreed to. Without objection, the vote is reconsidered.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I send the amendment which I offer to the
Secretary’s desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Iowa will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 128, it is proposed to strike out
paragraph 365, from line 9 to line 11, inclusive, and to insert:

865. The duty upon all wools and hair of the first and second classes
n the shrinkage which would result in scouring such

The next paragraph passed over is para-

wools, under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may pre-
seribe ; if shrinking 65 per cent or more, 11 cents per pound: if sgrlnk-
ing less than 65 per cent and not more than 55 per cent, 13 cents per
pound ; if shrinking less than 55 g@r cent and not more than 45 per
cent, 16 cents per pound; if shrinking less than 45 per cent and not
more than 35 per cent, 20 cents per pound ; if shrinking less than 35 per
cent and not more than 25 per cent. 24 cents per pound; if shrlnklﬂ;!g
ﬁss than 25 ?er cent and not more than 13 per cent, 27 cents per pound ;
ghrinking less than 15 per cent, 33 cents per pound.

Mr. BACON. I should like to inquire of the Senator whether
that amendment makes a reduction of the rates as found in
paragraph 365 of the bill?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, the paragraph for which
this amendment is offered as a substitute contains a specifie
assessment of 11 cents a pound on first-class wools and of 12
cents a pound on second-class wools, without any regard to their
shrinkage. As I have previously shown, in the case of wools of
a very large shrinkage that makes a very great assessment.
For example, if the shrinkage is 70 per cent, a man who brings
in 100 pounds of that wool, after his scouring process is over,
finds himself with only 30 pounds of wool upon which he has
paid 11 cents, which indicates that he has paid on the scoured
contents of his cargo 36§ cents a pound, whereas if the wool
shrinks, for example, 20 per cent, his duty paid upon the scoured
contents of the fleece is only 15 cents a pound. So, with this
fixed specific on wools without any regard to their shrinkage, we
have that tremendous variation by which the man importing
Jow-shrinkage wools gets them in at a very exorbitant rate.
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I have undertaken to state these duties. This is keeping
them specific, but making them proportional to the shrinkage
and, as near as may be, corresponding to the equivalent for
each shrinkage to the duty assessed in this Senate bill. I
would not be surprised, however, if this stimulated a little the
duties upon wool. Some of them have been very low.

My own interpretation of the wool statistics of the United
States is that our brethren who are raising sheep have been
in the enjoyment of an imaginary protection for a good many
years. Otherwise, it would be hard to account for the slow
progress of wool husbandry in America; otherwise, it would
be hard to account for the gradual disappearance of the sheep-
fold from the farms of West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Indiana,
Illinois, Wisconsin, and my own State; otherwise, it would be
difficult to understand why, in a climate as cold as that of the
United States, the production of wool is, for practical purposes,
at a wtandstill and the clothing of the people gradually taking
the direction of cheap substitutes for wool, which are neither
an improvement upon its quality nor upon its beauty.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Iowa
allow me to ask him a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yvield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, T want to say to the Senator
that an examination of the statistics would show that the wool
production here has not stood still, but that it has always gone
up rapidly under proper legislation, and that it has always
gone down rapidly under improper legislation. When you ean
lose in the space of seven years one-half, or nearly so, of the
production of wool, it takes some time to get back to where you
were when you started on the downward grade.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, there have been no varia-
tions in the progress of sheep husbandry in the United States;
but the thing which impressed me in studying the statistics was
that this production of wool has been hanging around 300,000,-
000 pounds annually for a good many years, practically for a
whole generation, and I feel that there must be something
wrong in the situation, which in a country of such enterprise as
ours has left the statistics of wool production in such a shape
as that.

During my recent discourse on this subject the Senator from
Wyoming kindly called my attention to the fact that the wools
of the second class, bearing a duty of but 12 cents a pound
when washed, constitute only a small part of our total importa-
tions of wool. I find, however—if I may have the attention of
the Senator from Wpyoming—that at the present time such
wools arriving in our ports have reached 2,000,000 pounds per
month, which, if continued at that rate for a year, would
amount to 24,000,000 pounds, upon which the worsted spinners
and weavers would save during the year, on 12 cents a pound
duty, the amount of $2,500,000.

Mr. WARREN, If the Senator were a shepherd and knew of
the habits of the sheep, of course he would understand that
just at present this country is receiving wool as it is sheared
abroad. This is soon after the shearing season of most coun-
tries, and the average, which has been less perhaps than
12,000,000 pounds per year, will probably be struck before the
end of the present year. The main portion of the wool comes
in immediately after shearing. -

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I infend to put in some
place in some of these little discourses a statistical table giv-
ing the origin of these imports; and while it is true that it is
now getting past shearing time here [laughter], there are an-
tipodes on this earth where shearing time comes in another
portion of the year, and on that other side of the world a good
deal of wool business is being transacted, if I am correctly
informed.

The thing about that business that bothers me most is that
this steady stream of second-class wool coming in here at a
scoured duty of 15 cents a pound is the exact wool that is. in
conflict and competition with the wools of my own State and
the States of West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Missouri, and a num-
ber of our Middle Western States.

Mr. WARREN. But you do not raise much wool in Iowa,
do you? =

Mr. DOLLIVER. We are not raising very much now, be-
cause we find here a little automatic mechanism that was devised
in 1867, by which a man looking for this particular kind of wool,
if he finds the price of it going up 1 cent above the London
priee plus 15 cents that would have to be paid for the scoured
duty upon it, turns away from us and seeks his profit in deal-
ing with the foreign market. So I have felt a deep interest




3074

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JUNE 10,

in this subject, and every time my friend from Wyoming has
become so excited about noils and about cheap wastes and
about roving wastes and slubbing wastes and ring wastes, and
is kind enough to tell the people that they are more important
than second-class wool, I made up my mind that when I got
a chance to do so I would give my friend from Wyoming an
opportunity to help me consolidate these two classes of wool.
It will not hurt anybody, as the amount is negligible, accord-
ing to his own statement. Let us consolidate them, and do
away with this little peculiarity that crept into our statutes so
many years ago.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator’s State is one of the most beau-
tiful that I know of. I have to pass through it from end to
end very often during every year; and as I see such beautiful
gheep among the pastures, I ask, Is the Senator quite sure that
they grow second-class wool?

Mr, DOLLIVER. They look like English mutton sheep to me;
most of them.

Mr. WARREN. Yes: but English mutton sheep is not a long-
wool or a second-class wool sheep, but happens to be a short-
wool sheep, and the wool the Senator speaks’of is very largely
Southdown and similar grades.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The reason that I think that these sheep
of ours are No. 2 is the fact that they seem to be a diminish-
ing quantity, passing off the scene of action like the carded
woolen indusiry of Provo and Philadelphia,

Mr. WARREN. Well, the Senator's State is so productive in
corn and other products that it becomes impossible for the poor
and humble sheep herder to raise sheep.

Mr, DOLLIVER. Examination of the amendments which I
offer must soon convince any fair-minded man that I propose
no such radical change in the tariff rates upon either wool or
woolen goods as might injure any domestic industry, or which
should offer any excuse for lowering the wages of any opera-
tives in our mills, Nor will anything be found in these amend-
ments that can possibly justify the statement that I am en-
gaged in an attempt to pull down that ancient “citadel of pro-
tection,” the “wool schedule,” or that I stand in anything
jike the same position as those Democrats who favored free
wool, and who put wool upon the free list of the Wilson-Gor-
man bill, On the contrary, I shall show that I am a fairer
and more consistent protectionist than those who have so criti-
cised me, for my amendments are drawn, not to excessively
protect a small coterie of worsted top and yarn spinners and
weavers, but to better and more equally protect all interests,
from the woolgrower to the consumer; though by such proper
readjustment and equalization of fariff rates it is possible that
the excessive profits of the worsted combination (due to a large
extent to the diseriminations in their favor because of the in-
equalities of Schedule K) may be slightly reduced. In any
event, I believe it to be the duty of this Congress to so read-
just and equalize the rates of duty on wool and woolen goods
that they shall no longer discriminate in favor of one branch of
the indusfry to the detriment of any other, or benefit a favored
few at the expense of the many.

As the foundation of the Woolen Schedule K rests upon the
classifications and rates of duty on the various kinds of wool,
I have endeavored, and I believe succeeded, in working out a
new arrangement for equalizing the duties upon wools of the
first and second classes, according to their shrinkages, which
will result in strengthening the * citadel's” foundation and
give greater protection to the woolgrower; or at least give him
the protection he has been misled into believing he is now
receiving, but which he is not receiving, because of the peculiar
provisions of the present and former tariffs fixing a duty of
11 cents per pound on unwashed wools of the first class, and
only 12 cents per pound on washed wools of the second class,
regardless of their value or shrinkage.

This arbitrary and manifestly unfair and unequal method of
assessing the wool duties has operated to deceive the wool-
growers, and to discriminate against the carded woolen manu-
facturers using high-shrinking wools of the first class, and has
greatly favored the worsted spinners, top makers, and weavers,
who import most of the light-shrinking wools of the first class,
and nearly all the washed wools of the second class, upon which
the saving in duties is very great because of their light shrink-
age and the consequent amount of clear wool recovered in
scouring.

While the tariff provides that “ wool imported in the scoured
condition shall pay three times the duty on unwashed wool,”
the woolgrowers should be no longer deceived into believing they

derive any benefit by reason of this provision, for no wools are
imported in the scoured condition. For why should the worsted
manufacturer import his wool in the scoured condition and pay
a duty of 33 cents per pound thereon, when he can import wools
which will shrink less than 50 per cent in scouring at 11 cents
per pound, equal to only 22 cents per scoured pound? As a
matter of fact, most of the wool imported by the worsted manu-
facturers shrink less than 50 per cent in scouring, while the
duty per scoured pound on wool of the second class, shrinking
but 20 per cent, would amount to but 15 cents. On the other
hand, the carded woolen manufacturers are practically de-
barred from importing their high shrinking wools, as the 11-
cent per pound rate on wools such as they use, shrinking, say,
65 per cent in scouring, would amount to 31 eents per scoured
pound, or to 33 cents per pound on such wool shrinking 66 per
cent, the shrinkage on which the present scoured rate of three
times 11 cents is based.

During my recent discourse on this subject the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. WarreN] kindly called my attention #o the fact
that wools of the second class, bearing a duty of only 12 cents
per pound when washed, constituted but a small part of our
total importations of wools. I find, however, that at the present
time such wool is arriving at our ports at the rate of about
2,000,000 pounds per month, and if continued at this rate for a
¥year would amount to 24,000,000 pounds, upon which the worsted
spinners and weavers would save 10 or 12 cents per pound duty,
or about $2,500,000 per year; a neat little saving, to be divided
among a few needy New England gentlemen at the expense of
the domestic woolgrowers, particularly of Virginia, Indiana,
Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, Missouri, Towa, and other
States where wool of this class is most largely grown, for these
24,000,000 pounds of imported wool of class 2 would take the
place of at least twice the amount of the heavy shrinking
domestic wools, and also operate to depress the prices of our
own wools.

It is therefore proposed to readjust the rates upon all wools
of the first and second classes in a manner that will make the
duty as nearly uniform and equal as possible to all users.
There are three ways this can be accomplished. First, by the
adoption of an ad valorem rate, which would bear uniformly
on all grades or values of wools. Second, a compound rate of,
say, 4 or 5 cents per pound and the rest ad valorem, the specific
rate tending to steady the protective feature and the ad valorem
to equalize the duties. Third, an arrangement of duties based
on the various percentages of shrinkage in scouring or upon the
scoured contents. It is this last method that I have adopted
in the proposed amendment, using the present rate of 11 cents
per pound as the basis for such wools having a shrinkage of
65 per cent or more, and increasing the rate for each 10 per
cent less shrinkage, until the completely scoured stage is
reached, when the duoty will remain as at present, viz, 33 cents
per pound. Analysis of this carefully prepared arrangement of
progressive rates, according to shrinkage, shows that the aver-
age duties on all classes of wool will be as nearly the equiva-
lent of the present “ scoured rate™ of 83 cents per pound as can
be arrived at through the adoption of specific rates.

Cents.
Shrinking G6 per cent, at 11 cents per pound 23
Shrinking 60 per cent, at 13 cents per pound 323
Shrinking 50 per cent, at 16 cents per pound 32
Shrinking 40 per cent, at 20 cents per pound 33
Shrinking 30 per cent, at 23 cents per pound

Shrinking 20 per cent, at 26 cents per pound__________"___"777" 3%
Shrinking 10 per cent, at 30 cents ger pound 5
Shrinking less than 5 per cent, at 33 cents per pound ___________ E
Under the present tariff the duties on wools of the first and
second classes are as follows, according to the shrinkage of the

wools in scouring:

First class, at 11 cents per pound: Cents.
Shrinking 30 per cent 14
Shrinking 35 per cent R =5 16
Bhrinking 40 per cent 18
Shrinking 45 per cent 20
Shrinking 50 per cent a9

Second class, at 12 cents fer pound :

Shrinking 156 per cen 14
Shrinking 20 per cent 15
Shrinking 25 per cent. 18

The proposed method of fixing the duties upon wools accord-
ing to their shrinkage is merely for the purpose of more prop-
erly equalizing the duties and making effective the theory upon
which the duty on scoured wools have been assessed for so
long, viz: That imported wools shrink 66 per cent in scouring,
and therefore the duty on scoured wools should be three times
the duty of 11 cents per pound on unwashed wools, or 33 cents
per scoured pound. As it is clear that all wools do not shrink
the same, it is necessary, in order to make this theory effective,
giving the woolgrowers the *scoured’ wool protection he be-
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lieves he is getting, and to properly equalize the rates so that
all the woolen and worsted manufacturers shall be on the
same basis as far as their customs duties are concerned, to
readjust these duties in some such manner as I have proposed.
I do not claim that the plan I have proposed is perfect. It
will not operate as uniformly and fairly on all grades and val-
ues of wools as an ad valorem rate; but it is a far better and
more equal arrangement of duties than the present system
and will prove fairer to all interests. While it is subject to the
same criticism as all those provisions in our tariff based upon
dividing lines of values, or * percentages of contents,” it is no
more objectionable than the other similar provisions to which
I have alluded, and it does possess the great advantage over the
present system of greatly eliminating the inequalities and dis-
criminations we now so thoroughly understand exist in the
application of one specific rate of duty to an article of wide
range of values.

There certainly is no other article in our tariff schedules of
such general and necessary use as wool or which has such a
wide range of values that is afflicted with but one specific rate
of duty, regardless of its value or the amount of dirt it con-
tains, and so forth. On all other articles in our tariff that
enter into general use and where the range of values is as wide
as upon wool, some method is adopted to properly equalize the
duties, either by the adoption of ad valorem duties, which is
the fairest method in such cases, or by the use of compound
rates, or by fixing the duty upon the actual useful contents that
may be recovered, as in the ease of zine, lead, or antimony ores;
and surely it is time that our tariff experts should be able to
devize some scheme or plan to properly readjust and equalize
the duties in this anecient woolen schedule, which has been prac-
tieally unchanged for forty years. It is not a question how
well adapted this schedule may have been to all concerned
when it was originally devised in 1867. All conditions in the
woolen trade and in woolgrowing have greatly changed in the
past forty years., In 1867 we produced about 81 per cent of the
wool we consumed and imported but about 19 per cent. In
1868 we produced about 89 per cent and imported but about 11
per cent. In 1907, however, see the change that has taken place,
for we produced but about 60 per cent and imported 40 per cent.
In 1867, when the compensatory scheme of 4 pounds of wool to
1 pound of cloth was agreed upon, our woolen cloths were very
different in character from the present worsted and cotton
light-welght mixtures. They were then “all wool and a yard
wide.”

In fact, “worsted” cloths were unknown at that time. It
is clear, therefore, that we must so revise this old woolen
schedule and bring it up to date by equalizing its rates properly
to fit changed conditions, as we have done with all the other
schedules in our tariff many times during the past forty years,
for otherwise we shall starve the great carded woolen industry
in its efforts to receive its necessary raw materials at reasonable
prices. And this earded woolen industry is one that I believe is
more worthy of protecting than the worsted industry, in whose
favor the present schedules discriminate, for the carded woolen
mills largely outnumber the worsted mills; they are scattered
all over the country, and employ more operatives at better
wages; their capitalization, however, is somewhat less, and
their production less than the worsted interests, as they are in
no combination.

Now, Mr. President, the effect of the amendment which I
have offered is to consolidate these two classes of wool to a
state of duties not in the crude terms of other generations, but
in the carefully adjusted scheme of proportionate specifics,
based upon the shrinkage of the wool, so that there will be a
perfect equalization of the burdens of the wool tariff as they
fall upon all departments of the woolen industry, giving to each
one hig fair share of the burden, and incidentally operating to
lift np those who have fallen down and to offer to a great
American industry a consolation which it appears from their
own statement they were not able to secure within the hos-
pitable doors of our Finance Committee.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. DOLLIVER, Certainly.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator from Iowa has referred two
or three times to the sheep in Pennsylvania. 1 observe from
the bulletin of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers
that there are 950,000 sheep of shearing age in Pennsylvania
as of April 1, 1908,
~ Mr. DOLLIVER. What is the shearing age of sheep in
Pennsylvania? [Laughter.]

Mr. PENROSE. I do not know. I know of my own knowl-
edge that the bulk of these sheep are raised in two counties in
the western part of the State, I have heard directly from those

two counties, and they have urged me to support Schedule K
as it stands reported by the Senate Finance Committee. 7

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator from Iowa yield to me for a
moment ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa has al-
luded to West Virginia several times, I am very glad that he
has fond recollections of his early boyhood days that he passed
in West Virginia and has not forgotten us. I find that we have
525,000 sheep in West Virginia, and the wool is classed 75 pet
cent fine. If any set of woolgrowers would be affected by this
particular schedule, it certainly would be ours, and yet our
people are asking me to do everything I can in order to secure
tﬁe glr]a,;a.wge of Schedule K at the rates as they are now in
the bill.

The flocks in West Virginia, as the Senator from Towa knows,
are owned by small farmers, who only have from 40 to G0 head
of sheep each. They sell the wool, and probably realize $100
or $125 for the entire clip of the wool for one year, During the
year they usually go to the country store at the crossroads or
close towns and there run what we call a “store hill,” for
groceries and for their children’s clothing and shoes, and so
forth, and they agree to pay for the bills of goods when they
sell their wool. I am sure the Senator wants to help me pro-
tect those old friends of his in West Virginia who are carry-
ing on this indusiry in a modest way, for there are no large
herds of sheep in West Virginia like. they have in the Western
States.

Mr. A. R. Jacobs, of Clinton, W. Va., probably one of the
best posted men on sheep and wool industry in our State, gives
the following cost of growing an average pound of wool of
what is known as “ Ohio,” “ Pennsylvania,” and “ West Vir-
ginia " wools. This statement he made before the Ways and
Means Committee of the House:

Pasturing 100 head of sheep T} months, at 8 cents per head

per month. . _____ = $60. 00

Feeding 100 head of sheep 43 months, one-half bushel corn
and oats mixed per day, at 30 cents, for 30 days________ 40. 50

Feeding 100 head of sheep 4} months, 8 tons of hay, at $8 per
e g TR T T R R R Rt N L R 64. 00
Washing 100 head of sheeD . e e 200
Shearing 100 head of sheep, at 7 cents per head____________ 7. 00
Labor attending to the same sheep 25. 00
Total e Y 198. 50

Wool from 100 average sheep shearing 53 pounds, at 30 cents
per pound - 165. 00

We can keep a flock of

about 500 average sheep on one of our best
350 to 400 acre farms.

Cost of keeping 100 head, $198.50, or 500 head - __ $9902. 50
Wool from 100 head, $165; from 500 head —— ____________ 825. 00
Fertilizer -from sheds and droppings : Sre 10. 00
Sale of increase of stock 300. 00
PORRL ot i e e i e 1, 225. 00

Extra feed and care rearing lambs 35, 00
1, 190, 00

Cost of keeping 500 head 992. 50
B e e e e e e e e e e e 198. 50

From this, Mr. President, you can see that the profit in the
woolgrowing industry is very meager indeed.

Mr. DOLLIVER. What class of wool are those people rais-
ing?

g1';\11'. SCOTT. Wool that is 76 per cent fine,

Mr. DOLLIVER. What class? Class 1 or 27

Mr. SCOTT. The very best that is grown.

Mr. DOLLIVER. What class? The worst class is taxed the
most. The duty on No. 1 is 11 cents and the duty on No. 2
is 12 cents.

Mr. SCOTT. We are willing to stand in the 11-cent class, I
will gay to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. DoLLIVER].

Mr. DOLLIVER. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to eall the roll.

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called), I again announce
my pair with the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON].

Mr. GUGGENHEIM (when his name was ecalled). I again
announce my pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
PAYNTER].

Mr. McLAURIN (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SmitH].

Mr. BRIGGS (when the name of Mr. Symita of Maryland was
called). I have a pair with the junior Senator from Maryland
If he were present I should vote “nay.”

[Myr. SMITH],
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Mr. WARREN (when his name was called), As already an-
nounced, I am regularly paired with the Senator from Missis-
sippl [Mr. MoxgY], but by the arrangement which has been
heretofore made he stands paired with the Senator from Oregon
‘[Mr. Potmmz], which leaves me at liberty to vote. I vote
‘ nay.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. CURTIS (after having voted in the negative). I desire
to ask if the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr, FraziEr] has
voted?

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that he
as not.

Mr. CURTIS. Then I desire to withdraw my vote, and an-
nounce my pair with that Senator.

Mr. DEPEW. I wish to announce my pair with the senior
Senator from Maryland [Mr. RaynNer], and therefore I with-
hold my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 37, as follows:

YEAS—21.
Bacon Clapp Gore Newlands
Bankhead Clay Hughes Overman
Beveridge Cunmmins Johnston, Ala. Simmons
Bristow Davis La Follette
Brown Dolliver Martin
Burkett Fletcher Nelson
NAYS—3T.
Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Gamble Root
Borah Crane Heyburn Scott
Bradley Crawford :lohnaon, N. Dak. Smoot
Brandegee Cullom Jones Btephenson
Bulkeley Dick Kean Sutherland
Burnham DlllLugham Lodge ‘Warner
Burrows Oliver Warren
Burton du Pont Page
arter Elkins Penrose
* Chamberlain Gallinger Perkins
NOT VOTING—33. ;
Balley Foster Nixon Smith, 8. C,
Bourne Frazier wen Btone
Bri Frye Paynter Tallafmo
Clarke, Ark. Gufgen!:elm Piles Taylor
Culberson Hale Rayner Tillman
Curtis McCumber Richardson Wetmore
Daniel MecEne hively
Depew McLau Bmlth Md,
Flint Money Smlth Mich.

So Mr. DorLiver's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the para-
graph will be agreed to. The Chair hears no objection.

The hour of 5.30 o'clock having arrived, the Senate stands in
recess until 8 o'clock p. m.

EVENING SESSION.

The Senate reassembled at 8 o'clock p. m.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. BULKELEY. I desire to introduce an amendment to
the pending bill, which I ask may be printed and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be received, printed,
and referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a4 quorum.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will eall the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Foster Overman
Bacon . Clay Fr{e Page
Beveridge Crane Gallinger Penrose
Borah Crawford Gamble Perkins
Bradley Eu}]hcrﬁon gor% lsloottt
Brandegee Jullom eyburn co
Briggs Cummins Johnston, Ala, Simmons
Bristow Curtis Jones Smoot
Brown Davis Kean Btephenson
Bulkeley Depew La Follette Stone
Burkett Dick Sutherland
Burnham Dillingham McCumber warner
Burrows Dolliver McE Warren
Burton du Pont MecLaurin Wetmore
Carter Elkins Martin

Chamberlain Fletcher Nelson

Clapp Flint Oliver

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-five Senators have re-
sponded to their names. There is a quorum present. The ques-
tion i8 on paragraph 380.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, at this time I want to place
in the Recorp some statements which shall give a concise and

comprehensive view of the whole wool schedule, not only for my
own ready reference, but for the benefit of those who have
neither the time nor the inclination to go through the whole
complex mass, the labyrinth of arguments presented on this
schedule.

I want this statement to show just what protection the wool-
grower is securing upon that which his labor produces, and just
what added protection the manufacturer is receiving upon his
output.

I want it to show, as nearly as can be shown, the cost of pro-
duction of woolen fabrics abroad and the cost of producing the
same character of fabries at home,

Then I want it to show the ad valorem percentage of duties
upon imports, and see how nearly those duties measure the
added cost of production in this country.

I understand, as everyone understands, that in the nature of
things there can be no specific duty that will operate with exaet
or equal justice upon every article of its class imported. It
could only so operate when goods of only one value enter into
the imports. If, therefore, you should take the cheapest piece
of goods manufactured of a particular class of goods and apply
the specific duty, it would be excessively high. If you should
take the highest valued product of the class, it would be ex-
cessively low. No better demonstration of that fact could be
given than that which was brought out by the Senator from
Jowa in presenting the lowest added value of goods by reason
of mercerization, and the Senator from Massachusetts, who pre-
sented goods of the highest added value by mercerization.

The Senator from Iowa presented a concrete case where the
few added threads of mercerization only added one-eighth of a
cent per yard to the cost of the goods, while the duty for mer-
cerized cloth is 1 cent per yard additional. The Senator from
Massachusetts exhibited an article showing 12 cents added value
for mercerization. The lowest extreme would show, as stated
by the Senator from Iowa, a duty eight times higher than the
added cost by mercerization, while the highest valued goods
would show a duty only one-twelfth as much as the added cost.

Neither of these concrete cases represents any average, and
ig therefore an improper guide. Taking the goods whose value
is added to by mercerization we find that of the great bulk the
1 cent additional duty is fairly compensatory.

The only duty that could work with exact justice upon all
articles and which would furnish a basis to which you could
apply the difference between the cost of production at home
and abroad would be an ad valorem duty. Years of experience
have demonstrated that the ad valorem duties are subject to
greater inequalities by undervaluations and other injustices
than the specific duties, and not only the enlightened judgment
of this country, acquired through experience, but also that of
every other country is leading toward the substitution of spe-
cific duties wherever possible.

To give a comprehensive view of the woolen importations
and corresponding duties we must reduce to an average ad
valorem in order that we may determine whether or not we are
applying the proper measurement of duties in changing to the
specific.

II shall take as a basis of my calculation the imports of wool

for the year 1907. A glance at the table of importations will
show that almost all of the wool product imported comes in
under “ Class 1, unwashed,” “ Class 3, unwashed on the skin,”
and “Class 3, washed and unwashed not on the skin.” All
other importations of wool are of such a negligible quantity
that they need not be taken into consideration, as they would
not influence to any appreciable extent the result of the de-
ductions.

The following is a table showing the importations of wool
for the year 1907 of the classes and kinds which I have men-
tioned, and I ask that this table be inserted as a part of my
remarks:

Duties col-| Ad valo-
1907 Touncs, Vi, lected. rem.

Per cent.

Olass 1, unwashed- oo meeeewa--] 90,045,825 | §22,249,752 | §0,904,085 44,52

Class 3, unwashed on skin_____| 1,836,804 206,159 55,104 26.73

Olass 8, washed and unwashed

notonskin_ | 48,024,858 4,801,660 | 1,756,004 85.92

Total ds Imported-_] 185,806,082 | ____ |
Tot:! 22:::{:‘ 27,847,571

Total duties ec 1 0By

Average ad valorem 42,85

This per cent represents the average duty paid by the Amer-
jean manufacturer on the great bulk of all the wool imported
which he manufactures into cloths, there being only a negligible
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quantity of washed and scoured wool imported under the first
class of wools and comparatively little under the second class
of wools.

From estimates of imports and duties for the ensuing year
reported by the Finance Committee, page 53, it will be found
that the average ad valorem duty upon woolen goods de-
seribed as—

* Luxurles " is
The nverl:ge a

Per cent.
laced at 88. 47
valorem duty on all other imported woolen

goods Is- 45. 85
The nveraﬁ ad valorem duty on all kinds is 67. 16
Average ad valorem on the wools imported 45. 85

Average ad valorem on manufactured goods in excess of average
ad valorem on woolse entering into them____ . ________ 24.21

The following estimates will show whether this average duty
of 67.16 per cent is excessive or fair. The tables which were
presented by me yesterday show that the average charge for
labor in the United States is more than double the amount paid
in Great Britain in the woolen-textile trade. Using this double
cost of labor as a basis, and assuming that the labor represents
80 per cent of the cost of an article and the raw material 20 per
cent of its cost, we will have this comparison :
Cost [c‘:;!bopmdnctiun in Great Britain:

r
Material

$0. 80
. 20

Total e 1. 00
Add to this 67.16 per cent duty, the average under this bill. . 67

Making the cost of the British article, when imported into
this country - 1.67

Cost of production in United States:

Laber—double cost of British 1. 60
Original cost of material P .20
Duty on materinl 42 per centof 20 cents - ____________ .08

Total cost in the United States 1. B8

As against British cost, with duttes paid, $1.67.

This woeuld show a duty levied under this bill of about 21

per cent less than the difference between cost abroad and at
home, if those two items alone made up the cost. This would
have to be overcome with other advantages which might lessen
the American cost of production.
. But there are those who deny vigorously that the wage cost
in the United States is double the wage cost in Great Britain
or Germany. I believe that it is double. My belief is sus-
tained by the comparative table of wages which T received the
other day from the Department of Commerce and Labor and
inserted in the Recorp. But assuming that it is not double,
assuming that it is only 75 per cent higher in the TUnited
States—I do not think any Senator will say it is less than 75
per cent higher in the United States—taking the British cost
of 80 cents would make the American cost $§1.40. Add to this
the 20 eents original cost of material, plus 8 cents duty, and
you would have $1.68, which it costs the American manufac-
turer on the average as against the $1.67 that it costs the Brit-
ish manufacturer to lay down the same goods in the port of
New York, exclusive of very light ocean freight.

So, measured by that standard, if there were no other ele-
ments to be considered than that of the cost of the material
and the cost of the labor, the average duty provided by this
bill accurately measures within 1 eent the difference between
the cost of production in Great Britain and the cost of produc-
tion in the United States. In other words, we would now have
the American cost of production, $1.68, and the British cost, with
the duty added, $1.67.

This would make the duty levied praectically represent the
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad
and place the American and the British merchant on abont equal
terms. Of course the American would have the further ad-
vantage resulting from closer preximity, both to the produet
entering into the manufactured article and to the field of con-
sumption, and, it may be said, a further advantage in being
able, with a given number of employees, to produce a greater
guantity of manufactured fabrics. But, giving him these ad-
vantages, we only fairly fulfill the requirements that the tariff
should represent the difference between the cost of production
at home and abroad, including a reasonable return upon invest-
ment in favor of the American producer.

Is the duty upon the wool itself too high for reasonable pro-
fection to the American farmer or woolgrower? I went into
that subject the other day, and I think I showed conclusively
that it was not too high; that we have not yet recouped the
2osses that we incurred during the time when it was lessened;
that we had to almost go out of the business of sheep raising
in my State.

Believing that the farmer's

rotection is not too high, we
are then brought face to face

th the guestion, Can we reduce

the manufacturer's protection without injuring the farmer?
Every farmer in this country who raises sheep understands

| that the value of his product is always determined by the

amount of wool raised #n this country and the amount imported
into this eountry. The less the imports the greater the demand
for and the wvalue of his wool product, and the greater the
imports the less the demand and value, 3

Therefore, if we give the farmer adeguate protection, so that,
we will say, there is imported into this country only $135,000,000
worth of wool, and if we take away the differential from the
manufacturer, so that instead of importing wool he imports
$200,000,000 of woolen goods, does not the farmer suffer the
same result as theugh we had lowered the tariff upon his own
products and allowed more wool to come in?

In other words, if we introduce $200,000,000 worth more of
woolen goods, we introduce a proportionately greater amount
of wool, which is in those goods, into the country and thereby
depress the market for the American woolgrower. It is just
as bad for the farmer whether the wool comes in raw or in
woolen fabrics; there is just o much more wool in the country
to depress the price.

Mr. President, it would be just as reasonable for me to stand
here and insist that while the Senate should give the farmer a
protection of 30 cents a bushel upon his wheat, at fhe same time
we should take away the protection upon the flour and let the
flour come in and take the place of his wheat. I certainly
would fail very materially to perform my duty if I did not in-
gist upon a duty on the flour which would be as much greater
than that upon the wheat as will measure the difference be-
tween the value of the wheat and the value of the flour. I can
not excuse myself in attempting te represent the farmer hon-
estly and fairly if I excite his hope that I will keep out the
Canadian wheat by reason of the 30-cent-per-bushel barrier
and at the same time allow the Canadian wheat to come in in
the shape of flour. What I have said with reference to wheat
would also apply to the case of flax if I should cut off the duty
upon linseed oil, the product of the flax.

What I wish to make clear to the Senate and to those farmers
who may read any portion of these debates is that the farmer’'s
protection depends upon the protection to both the raw weol
and to the woolen textile trade in the United Bates. Not only
from concrete reasoning upon ihe subject, but from past experi-
ences, he can see that his product has gone up or gone down
just in proportion as the prosperity of the manufacturer has
gone up or down. Then taking these averages—and I have
shown conelusively by the records that the average protection is
only 67 per cent for the manufacturer and that be pays 42.85 per
eent added cost for the wool that is imported and goes into his
manufactured fabrics, over and above what he would pay if
wool were free, and that the difference between the American
cost and the British cost is such as to render it necessary to
have that much of a spread between the tariff on the wool
and the tariff on the cloth mapnufactured from it—I feel that I
am protecting his interest only when I vote for a duty, on an
average, I say, that will represent this difference between the
cost of his manufactured article in the foreign country and in
ihis country.

There may be some instances, Mr. President, in which on a
particular article the duiy in favor of the manufacturer may
considerably more than measuore this difference, and upon
another particular article it may be considerably less than what
will measure the difference in the cost.

It may be also true that the cost of production of one article
in Great Britain may be almost as much as in the United States
while in the production of another article it may be almost
three times as much in the United States. But taking them
all upon the principle of averages, and that is all we can do
when we fix a bill upon specific duties, the average protection
is not more than is necessary to measure the difference between
the cost at home and abroad, and it is as necessary for the
North Dakota producer of wool as it is for the producer of the
fabric made out of that wool.

Mr. President, there is just one other thought in connection
with this matter that I wish to present. There is no reason in
the world why we should not produce in the United States all
the wool that is necessary to manufacture in the United States
the same as we produce all the wheat in the United States that
is necessary to manufaecture into the flour in the United States.
Why do we not do it? We do not do it simply because the
woolen industry has not paid. Whenever we can so protect the
woolen industry, both the farmer and the manufacturer in the
United States, that the woolen industry on the farm will pay
more for the labor that is employed in it than the wheat pro-
duced by the same labor, the farmers will go into raising more
sheep and less wheat, and the result will be that we will be
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able to furnish all the wool that is necessary for use in this
country.

Mr. President, we have had commissions appointed in the
TUnited States to look after the interests of the farmer and to
devise ways and means of making the rural life so agreeable
that the young men will not leave the farms and come to the
city. Those are beautiful ideas, but they will never amount to
anything. There is just one thing that will make farm life
more attractive than any other, and that is to make it pay
better. The question of dollars and cents is always the de-
termining question which sends the boy to the farm or sends
him into the city. The young man who gets up at 4 o'clock in
the morning and starts to milk cows to bring milk into this
city from his farm 5 miles distant, through mud and slush and
in all kinds of weather, and gets back home again and com-
pletes his chores at 10 o'clock at night, and finds that he has
just made a living, while an average clerk, working from 9
o'clock in the morning until half past 4 in the afternoon, is
receiving from $1,200 to $1,400 per annum, naturally feels that
he would prefer to come to the city.

Now, I want to make all of our farming industries so valu-
able, by needed protection and other assistance, that the farming
interests will be as profitable for the same number of hours
of labor per day as any other industry in the United States.
When the young man on the farm, coming to town, finds
that the merchant closes his store at 6 o'clock in the afternoon
in these beautiful summer days and then takes his family in
his automobile and gives them a ride through the country and
brings them back to a beautiful home, he is naturally attracted
into mercantile business. The only way to keep him at home
is to demonstrate to -him that the laws of this country will
s0 assist his business that he will make as much upon the farm
as in the city, that he can cease all his labors at 6 o'clock,
and that his business will be just as profitable as that of the
merchant in the city.

No other scheme on earth is going to keep him on the farm.
Neither ecirculating libraries nor singing birds; nothing but
prosperity will make farm life attractive.

I feel that I am assisting a little in that line in protecting
his wool against the competition of wool raised by 5 cents per
day labor in India, or 15 cents per day labor in South America,
and protecting that wool whether it comes in competition with
the wool fleece produced by that cheap labor, or the cheap wool
fabrics produced by the cheaper labor, So far as I can secure
it I want the benefit of the American for the product of the
American farmer and the American woolgrower.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I desire to say that I have been
very much enlightened by the luminous discussion of the wool
and woolen schedule during this afternoon.

I think we would have had a perfect flood of light upon this
schedule if it were not for the conflicting statements and the
contradictory theories advanced by the disinterested Senators
on the other side. Those Senators have been engaged so long
and so constantly in pulling the wool over the eyes of the people
that I believe they have really gotten to woolgathering them-
selves.

The senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WArreN] stated this
afternoon that the production of sheep and the production of
wool in the United States have always responded to favorable
tariff legislation. A resolution from the manufacturers of
Philadelphia, presented by the senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. PEsrose] this afternoon, stated that, owing fo the
protection vouchsafed to the growers of wool and the manufac-
turers, we have come to produce three-fourths of all the wool
in the United States which is required for domestic production,
and that the golden prosperity insured by protective tariff
had brought about these beneficent results,

Mr. President, the only trouble I experience is that I have
never been able to believe two statements that were absolutely
contradictory. I have never been able to accept theories that
were diametrieally antagonistic to each other. But that occa-
sions no trouble to a stand-pat protectionist. The fact that
statements and arguments are contradictory to each other
causes no perplexity to his luminous intellect.

The production of wool and of sheep in the United States
either does respond to our tariff legislation, as alleged by the
Senator from Wyoming this afternoon, or it does not. One or
the other is certainly true.

I wish to present several gquestions to the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. WARgReN], the Senator from Montana [Mr. CARTER],
and the Senator from Utah [Mr, Smoor], questions which must
be answered before we can accept their theory that the produc-
tion of sheep and wool responds to favorable tariff legislation.

The senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacox] this afternoon
propounded a very pertinent question to the Senators from

Wyoming and Montana. He asked why it was that we had in
this country in 1903, 63,000,000 head of sheep, and two years
later, in 1905, we had only 45,000,000 head of sheep. The Sena-
tor asked why it was that under a high-protective tariff the
number of sheep in the United States diminished 18,000,000 in
two years, The Senator from Georgia was entitled to a candid
answer to his inquiry, and he received two answers. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming stated with great, complacency that the
returns for 1903 were “ mere estimates "—* mere opinions "—a
sort of uninspired guess. That is not the first time that sta-
tistics quoted from an official document have been whistled
down the wind by a mere suggestion that they were the fancies
of an enthusiast.

But, sir, that answer hardly convinced my judgment, and the
senior Senator from Montana came to the rescue of his col-
league. The Senator from Montana is the Gidipus of the Re-
publican party, the only one who can solve the riddle of the
sphinx, the only man who ean reconcile irreconcilable state-
ments, the only man who can extract the mote of truth from
the mountain of error. This new Richmond came to the rescue,
and what was his answer to that question? He said the rea-
son why we had 18,000,000 more sheep in 1903 than we had in
1905 was because the European wool market was demoralized
in 1902, in consequence of the Boer war of 1899.

Now, Mr. President, that is getting down to business. That
is what a lawyer would call “the proximate cause.” That
answer struck me as having a great deal of force, It was ex-
tremely persuasive, to my judgment. The Senator was inter-
rupted in the course of his lucid observations, and I was left
to infer that the reason that the number of sheep decreased in
the United States was this: The sheep in South Africa belonged
to the International Peace Society; when the black clouds of
war were lowering in that region they migrated to the United
States; and later on, when that “ecruel war was o'er,” when
the white-winged angel of peace and the black-winged angel
of death hovered over the prostrate form of those stricken Re-
publics, those sheep slowly and sorrowfully wended their way
back to the green fields and the pleasant pastures; they trekked
their way back to the verdant veldts of the once glorious
Transvaal.

There was some confusion in the Senate, and I could not
quite understand his reference to the demoralization of the
wool market in Europe in 1902. The Senator assured us that
wool was cheaper in Europe that year than it had ever been
during the history of the trade, and the senior Senator from
TUtah set the seal of Solomon on the whole fairy tale by saying
that wool was placed in bond in the custom-house in New
York, I believe, for 10} cents.

So, amid the confusion, I was driven to the conclusion that
wool was so cheap in Europe and throughout the world that it
stimulated the production of sheep in the United States. That
was the reasoning of the Senator from Montana, and that was
hig conclusion.

That is not the only phenomenon connected with this re-
sponse of wool and sheep and favorable tariff legislation in the
United States. Here is another question I want those Senators
to answer for the benefit of those who are unenlightened, like
myself, and for the benefit of the Philadelphia woolen manu-
facturers. Those gentlemen, no doubt, have founded their con-
clusions upon supposed facts. They believe that the tariff
really helps the growers of sheep, as well as the manufacturers
of wool, and if they were convinced that it did not, they would
change their theory and their views upon the tariff question.
They are governed by what they believe is a scientific investi-
gation of facts, and are not warped by their own sordid inter-
ests in the proposition.

I want the Senator from Wyoming when he next elaborates
upon the response of sheep and wool to tariff legislation to tell
the Senate why it was that in 1885 there were 50,000,000 head
of sheep in the United States, and in 1890 there were only
44,000,000 head of sheep in the United States. The tariff had
not varied one centime during that five years, and yet sheep
had decreased 6,000,000 head in five years, more than 1,000,000
head per year. Was that in response to favorable tariff legis-
lation?

Not only that, but from 1890 to 1895, during the terrible panie,
sheep decreased from 44,000,000 to 42,000,000 head, a decrease
of 2,000,000 during those five years, whereas there had been a
decrease of 6,000,000 head during the previous five years.

Now, there had been unfavorable tariff legislation during the
meantime, and yet sheep had not decreased in number one-half
so much under the unfavorable legislation during that five years
as they had decreased during the preceding five years under
favorable legislation. I want the Senator from Wyoming to
tell the Senate why that was when he again states with so
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much elogquence and confidence that wool and sheep “ respond
to favorable tariff legislation.”

I know just about what the Senator from Wyoming will say,
I have heard him dilate so much upon the panic of 1893. He
will say that during the years from 1885 to 1800 those sheep—

Dipped into the future far as sheepish eyes counld see,
Saw a vision of the world and all the panics that should be.

Those sheep caught glimpses of the shadow, of the coming
panie, and they instantaneously committed suicide. [Laughter.]

That is why the sheep decreased 6,000,000 from 1885 to 1890
under favorable legislation.

Well, you ask why the process did not go on with an increas-
ing ratio. Eighteen hundred and ninety-three arrived, the panic
actually burst upon the country, and the sheep of the country
inereased 3,000,000 head that year over the number we had the
preceding year, the panie to the contrary notwithstanding. The
sheep seemed to thrive on the panic and increased 3,000,000 head.

Now, why was that? Why, Mr. President, those sheep saw
that the panic was already here. They consulted the stars.
They cast a horoscope. They penetrated the future again, and
they discovered that the Wilson-Gorman tariff law would not
be enacted for fifteen months, and they stopped the process of
self-destruoction. You see, the sheep in this coun#ry have been
close students of tariff schedules, and when the paniec came in
the spring of 1893 they knew that it was not due to the un-
favorable tariff legislation in the Wilson bill, and which was
not to supervene for fifteen months yet to come. Yon see, those
sheep knew that the panic of 1893 was not due to the tariff act
of 1894, but they deserve no credit for that conclusion. Any
“mutton head” ought to know that, Mr. President, if I may
be pardoned for that elegant phrase. [Laughter.] Anyone
who knows that the cause must precede the effect knows
that the panic of 1893 was not attributable to the tariff act of
1894.

But, Mr. President, there were more sheep in the United
States in 1805, during the very heart of the panic, than there
were in 1900, after the Dingley law had been enacted for three
years, and during the very time that the Republican party
declared in nmational platform that they had restored a pros-
perity more general and abounding than was ever known.
Yet the sheep of 1900 did not equal by 1,000,000 the sheep of
1895.

Mr. President, I propose to be entirely fair, because I want
those Senators to look the facts in the face. The number of
sheep in this country did decrease from 1894 to 1897. There
was a decrease of 8,000,000 head of sheep in the United States.
During those four years there was a decrease equivalent to the
decrease from 1885 to 1890; but, Mr, President, let me remind
the Senators again that from 1903 to 1905 there was a de-
crease of 18,000,000 head of sheep in this country, according to
the official report, and from 1893 fo 1894, only one year, there
was a decrease of 12,000,000 head of sheep.

Now, sir, during the entire operation of the Wilson tariff law,
which placed wool on the free list, the number of sheep in the
United States decreased 8,000,000 head, and yet during two
years under the present Dingley law they decreased 18,000,000
head—more than twice as many—and during the one year from
1903 to 1904 they decreased 12,000,000 head, not quite twice as
much as during the entire operation of the Wilson tariff law,
which placed wool absolutely upon the free list.

But, Mr. President, that is not the only question that I want
those Senators to answer who say that sheep and wool respond
to “favorable tariff legislation.” I want the Senator from
Montana or the Senator from Wyoming to answer this one other
question, I will not call upon the senior Senator from Utah to
answer it. Of course he could answer it. That good-natured
Senator has already demonstrated that he knows less about
more things than any other Member of this body. [Laughter.]

Now, Mr. President, when the eloquent Senator from Wy-
oming comes to explain how prosperity, how sheep and wool
irailed along in the wake of favorable tariff legislation, T want
him to go up against this question: In 1895, in the very heart
and storm of the panic, we produced in this country 309,000,000
pounds of wool, more wool than was ever produced in one single
year in the United States during our entire history up to that
time., That was a larger production of wool than we have ever
seen in the United States from the beginning of our Govern-
ment gglsntll the present hour, except in 1902 and the estimates
for 1908,

Now, let the Senator explain why, if the production of wool
responds to tariff legislation, we produced more wool in 1803
than we ever did produce under high tariff prior to that time,
or than we have ever produced under a high tariff since that
time, except, as I have =aid, in 1902 and the estimates for 1908,

Not only did the number of sheep decrease 6,000,000 from
1885 to 1800 when the tariff was unchanged, but the produc-
tion of wool decreased during the same five years 32,000,000
pounds; and during the next five years, the panic and un-
favorable tariff legislation to the contrary notwithstanding, the
production of wool in the United States inereased 33,000,000
pounds. I have just a curiosity to know if wool responds
to the tariff, why, under a free-wool tariff, production in-
creased?

I know that facts do not weigh in the balance against these
theories and perhaps it is an idle curiosity, but I want an
answer.

Mr. WARREN. I have just come into the Chamber and I
do not know whether I heard the Senator’s figures correctly.
In what year does he claim the high production oceurred?

Mr. GORE. In 1895.

; 83151; WARREN. Does the Senator know why it was higher in

Mr. GORE. Yes, sir; the panic was prevalent that year and
the sheep were sorrowful; they had long faces and naturally
grew more wool under those circumsfances. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. Whenever—

Mr. GORE. I suppose, Mr. President, that those figures were
merely the estimate of an enthusiast, as the Senator said about
the 63,000,000 sheep in 1903.

Mr. WARREN. I do not hear the Senator.
that statement again, please?

Mr. GORE. Oh! The Senator said this afternoon that the
high-water mark in the number of sheep in 1903, the statement
that we had 63,000,000 of sheep, was a mere statement or esti-
mate of an enthusiast. I say, probably that was the reason why
we produced more wool in 1805, '

Mr. WARREN. The Senator does not wish, I know, to quote
me incorrectly. I did not say that.

Mr. GORE. I so understood the Senator. Of course, I may
have misunderstood him. I am perfectly willing to leave it to
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr, WARREN. Well, if the Senator will leave it there.

Mr, GORE. I am sorry the Senator was not in, because I
had propounded several inquiries. There are, of course, good
reasons why the production of wool was more in 1895,

Mr. WARREN. Would the Senator like to have me answer
that now?

Mr. GORE. Yes, sir.

Mr. WARREN. In that year there was the regular clip of
the sheep, and added to that were the pelts and the wool of
the sheep that were slaughtered by those who could no longer
afford to bold them at the price that wool was bringing. It
always follows; a slaughter of the animals of course in-
creases the skins; and in the case of sheep it increases the
wool for a time, as in this way there are practically two clips
in one year from those slaughtered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, that could not be.

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will notice, or if he has the
figures in his mind, and I dare say he has, he starts with 1895.
Three hundred and nine million and some pounds was the pro-
duction of wool. In 1806 we had but 272,000,000 pounds. As I
said, the year before the law went into effect which disastrously
affected sheep, in 1894, the clip increased by the addition ot
felts and pulled wool, as I have stated. The clip following that
shows the fact that in 1896 we were down to 272,000,000 pounds,
and in 1807 down to 259,000,000 pounds of wool.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, that is merely another one of those
fairy tales with which the disinterested Senators on the other
gide meet these arguments. I have but one objection to the
Senator’s answer and to the Senator’s theory, and that is, that it
is not true; and that is a tolerably serious objection to any
argument except to a “standpatter.”

Now, I will convince the Senator that he is wrong.

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator mean that I have quoted
wrong figures?

Mr. GORE. I mean your theory that it was dead sheep.
[Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. I will say fo the Senator that I quoted the
figures of the United States census, I presume the Senator
may know more than the United States officials do about those
things.

Mr. GORE. No, sir; I am not at all pretentious, but I know
more than to yield any credence to that fanciful theory ad-
vanced by the Senator from Wyoming, and I will convince
every Senator here that it is not true and that it is not founded
on facts, I allude noi, of course, to the Senator’s veracity,

Will he make

but to his theory. I believe that he imagines that that is true.
Now, let us see. In 1850 we ha(_i 44,000,000 head of sheep. The
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wool amounted to 276,000,000 pounds. In 1895 we had 42,000,000
head of sheep, and we cut 309,000,000 pounds of wool, and the
year before that we only had 44,000,000 head of sheep. So the
Senator gets 33,000,000 pounds of wool from 2,000,000 dead
sheep. The dead ones must be far more prolific than the live
ones. [Laughter.] Mr. President, the death rate amounted
to only 2,000,000 between the two years.

If the Senator did not say that the sheep amounted to
63,000,000 in 1903 and sunk down in 1905 to 45,000,000, if he
did not say that the former figures were the estimate of an en-
thusiast, I again propound to him the question to explain, if
favorable tariff legislation influenced wool and sheep produc-
tion, why it was that under the present high tariff the number
diminished in the United States from 1903 to 1905 the enormous
number of 18,000,000, and from 1903 to 1904, in one year, they
decreased 12,000,000 head? I do not think I am in error as to
those figures. When he or some one else has the leisure I should
like to know why it was that the number of sheep decreased
12,000,000 head in one year, and that without any variation in
the tariff? Of course, if the tariff had been changed, we could
easily account for the dinfinution of wool and sheep according
1o his theory. It has occurred to me that possibly the reason
that sheep declined from 1903 to 1904 12,000,000 head was that
the sheep were apprehensive of Judge Parker's election and
thought that the *“ strenuous one” would go to his Waterloo,
and were simply hedging on that account. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, as I stated, I do not wish to
interrupt the Senator’'s flow of oratory, but I know he does not
want to misquote me. What I said to-day was that, counting
the sheep had proceeded along for a time, counting not only
all the sheep, but the lambs less than a year old. From the
date which the Senator mentioned the mode of counting was
changed so as to count only the adult sheep, and that makes
the difference, as the Senator would have discovered if he
had also followed out the amount of the wool clip for those

ears.

4 Mr. GORE. Let me understand the Senator.
counted all the sheep up to this time.

Mr. WARREN. I do not say that they counted them all the
time. I say that the count to which the Senator refers was a
count obtained from sources which gave the lambs with the
sheep; but that a change was made, so that the lambs were not
carried to the count of the sheep until later in the season. So
it makes the difference of just what the lamb crop was at that
particular time,

Mr. GORE. You only counted the grown sheep up to 1904 or

19057 Will the Senator state why that change was made?
- Mr. WARREN. The Senator can see from the wool clip
that you could hardly have an.increase of that many sheep, and
shear them, and still show a shortage; or, rather, you could not
have quite so large a shortage as that and have it show directly
the opposite in the wool product of that year.

Mr. GORE. I notice the variation of the clip was also very
striking from 1902 to 1904 and 1905. I supposed they sheared
the lambs in 1802, as the fleece that year was the largest in
our history. It has never been equaled since; it had never been
equaled before. That seems to sustain the idea that there was
a pretty goodly number of sheep. We would offhand conclude
that, if there was more wool, there were more sheep; but, of
course, I do not undertake to combat all these theories trumped
up to explain these figures. I am not swearing by any figures,
I merely had the curiosity to know why it was. This baby
sheep business, of course, will prove satisfactory to everybody ;
but the variations before that in the number of sheep is quite
as hard to explain and will call for some other theory than
this.

Mr. President, I do not know whether or not it ever occurred
to these Senators to examine the guotations of cotton. Cotton
is unprotected. I have seen cotton sell for less than 4 cents a
pound. I have seen cotton vary in prosperous times from 6
cents to more than 12 cents a pound. Did it ever occur to
Senators that the same economic conditions, that the same trade
conditions which influence cotton, might possibly influence wool
also? Is the great universal law of supply and demand limited
to cotton alone, and is wool exempted from its operations? Do
the laws of trade and commerce take cognizance of vegetable
fiber and have no jurisdiction over animal fiber? The same
conditions which explain the variations of the cotton market
will explain the variations in the wool market. And cotton is
unprotected. The cotiton farmer does not lean upon the strong
arm of the Government; he does not thrust his hand into the
pocket of any other citizen in this country in order to compen-
sate himself for his product; yet his fabrie varies in the market,
and wool and woolen fabrics vary in the market in almost equal

He says they

measure, and that is attributable to identically the same causes,
to identically the same influences and conditions.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, when I concluded what
I had to say last night, I had arrived at a point in my argu-
ment where I wished to submit some amendments to Schedule
K, but the lateness of the hour caused me to defer submitting
them at that time. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. DoLrIvER]
had already submitted amendments, which were pending, and
had others which he desired to offer to complete the plan of
changing Schedule K, hence I have deferred offering the amend-
nilents which I wished to submit to the Senate until the present
time.

While seeking to accomplish generally the same purposes
that the Senator from Iowa had in mind, my plan is somewhat
different. I submit amendments, which begin with ad valorem
duties on raw wool. I believe that to be, under all the cireum-
stances, the best plan of amendment which can be made to this
schedule; and, according to that plan, I have worked out 24
amendments which I wish to submit to the Senate.

I have said to the Senator from Rhode Island that T should
like to submit these amendments en bloe, and with the indul-
gence of the Senate, asking for a vote upon all of the amend-
ments at one time, because they are all a part of one scheme or
plan of modification of Schedule K. i

So I send to the Secretary’s desk and ask to have the several
amendments read for the information of the Senate, after
which I will briefly explain their purpose and effect.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendments, - .

The Secretary read as follows:

Amend garagraph 306 by striking out the word * three” in line 23,
on Apagedl 4, and 1nh5e§£ Tthﬁ wordﬂ‘{‘ ilt].wo." B

mend paragra 5 str out the same and in
lien thereof the following: < . werHOg - in

357. Class one, all wools not hereinafter included In class 2.

Strike out paragraph 3358,

Amend paragraph 350 by striking out the word *three™ Iz line
14, on page 125, and insert in llen thereof the word * two.”

Amend pamgrsgh 361 by inserting after the word “duty” in line
9, on page 126, the words ‘as class one' and by striking out all of
the balance of line 9 and all of line 10.

Amend paragraph 362 by striking out the same and inserting in
lien thereof the following:

Paragraph 362. The duty on wools of the first class shall be 45 per

cent ad walorem.

Strike out all of émragmph 363.

Amend paragraph 564 by st.rlkin? out all of line 9, on page 127, after
the word * be,” and inserting in lien thereof the followlng: “ Thirty-
five per cent ad valorem ;" also by striking out all of lines 10 to 25,
inclusive, on said page 127. - :

Btrike out all of paragraphs 2365 and 366.

Strike out all of paragraph 367.

Amend the committee amendment to paragraph 368 by striking out
the words “ 30 cents per pound ' in line 10, on page 129, and insert in
lieu thereof the words * 45 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 369 by striking out the words “ 25 cents per

und ” in line 11, on page 129, and the words “ 20 cents per pound
n line 14, and inserting after the word section, in line 14, the words
“ 45 per cent ad valorem.” 3

Amend paragraph 370 by striking out all of line 15, on page 129,
after the word “ flocks " and all of line 16, and insert in liem thereof
the words ‘““ 45 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 371 to read as follows: 371.
ad valorem. -

Amend paragraph 373 by striking out all of the paragraph after the
word * pound " on line 26, on page 129, and inserting in lleu thereof
the words *“ 55 per cent.”

Amend paragraph 374 by striking out the words “or in part of
wool ” in line 9, on page 130, and inserting in lien thereof the words
“ of wool, or gf which wool is the component material of chief value.”

Also amend the paragra h by striking out all of the paragraph after
the word * section,” and inserting in lleu thereof the wor " 63 per
cent ad valorem.™

Strike out all of paragraphs 375, 376, 377, 378, and 379.

Amend paragraph 380 by striking out all of the paragraph after the
word * description” in line 11, on page 133, and Inserting In lieu
thereof the words * 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 381 by striking out all of the paragraph after the
word * description” in line 15, on page 133, and inserting in lieu
thereof the words ‘ 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 382 by striking out all of the
word * description,” in line 18, on page 133, an
thereof the words “ 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 383 bly striking out all of the paragraph after the
word * description,” in line 23, on page 133, and inserting in leun
thereof the words ** 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend par:larﬂph 384 by striking out all of the paragraph after the
word * otherwise,” in line 1, on page 134, and inserting in lieu thereof
the words “ 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 385 by striking out all of the {mraf;raph after the
word * carpets,” In line 4, on .page 134, and inserting in lleu thereof
the words * 60 per cent ad walorem."”

Amend paragraph 386 by striking out all of the paragraph after the
word * carpetg,” in line 6, on page 134, and inserting in lieu thereof
the words * 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend paragraph 387 by strlkln§
word “ rugs,” In line 11, on page 1
words “ 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Amend para 'aph 388 by strikiag ont all of the paragraph after the
word “ otherwise,” in lines 15 and 16, on page 134, and inserting in
lieu thereof the words “ 60 per cent ad valorem.”

Tops, 6O per cent

gamgrnph after the
inserting in lieu

out all of the paragraph after the
4, and Inserting in Heu thereof the
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The object of changing from specific to
ad valorem duties in this schedule is not, so far as the raw
wool is concerned, to lower the existing rates, but to impose a
protective ad valorem duty upon the wools imported. .The
average rate of the present law reduced to an ad valorem basis
is now a fraction less than 45 per cent. The actual result is
that high-class wools coming into competition with wools in
this covntry pay less than 45 per cent, while a lower grade of
wools of classes 1 and 2 pay a much higher duty than 45 per
cent. For instance, one shipment of wool having a shrinkage
of 20 per cent and another shipment having a shrinkage of 80
per cent would pay the same amount of duty, while really the
first shipment will contain four times as much wool as the
second. By substituting an ad valorem duty duties will be
paid upon the actual value of the wool regardless of the
shrinkage or waste or dirt that may be in the same, and at the
game time will better protect the woolgrowers of this country.

The theory of these amendments, carried through all of them,
is that in all cases a compensating duty of 45 per cent ad
valorem shall be imposed, whether the -wool be imported raw
or advanced in manufacture, and when .wool is advanced in
manufacture an additional ad valorem is imposed to cover the
difference in the cost of production at home and abroad in the
manufactured state.

The purpose of the amendment to paragraph 356 is to divide
the raw wool into two classes instead of three. Classes 1 and 2
under the Dingley law, as shown by Estimated Revenues, have
practically the same value; and if the duty is to be placed on
an ad valorem basis, there is no occasion for having more than
one class to cover any of the wool described in classes 1 and 2
of the existing law.

The amendment to paragraph 357 puts into class 1 all wools
now described in paragraphs 357 and 358 of the bill, and the

class is described as being “ all wools not hereinafter included,

in class 2.

Paragraph 358 is stricken out because the classification therein
provided is thrown into class 1 and covered by the amendment
to paragraph 357.

Paragraph 359 is proposed to be amended by striking out the
word *“three” and inserting the word * two,” the only change
being made in numbering the class, but leaving the description
as it is in the bill.

Paragraph 360 is not changed in any way.

The amendment to paragraph 361 merely provides that the
wool therein desecribed shall be classified as Class 1, this for
the reason that as before stated, classes 1 and 2 in the present
bill are both thrown into Class 1. ]

The amendment to paragraph 362 strikes out all of the para-
graph and inserts in lien thereof a provision for a 45 per cent
ad valorem duty upon all wool in Class 1. This 45 per cent as
stated before is a little higher than the present duty paid upon
woolens in classes 1 and 2 when reduced to equivalent ad valo-
rems. Its purpose is not to reduce the duties upon woolens in
this class, but to equalize them, maintaining them as a whole
at as high a protective point as is provided in the recent law.

Paragraph 363 is stricken out because if an ad valorem basis
is provided the 45 per cent duty will automatically adjust itself
to washed and unwashed wools; that is to say, unwashed wool
being less valuable than washed wool, when the 45 per cent duty
is applied to it will pay a less rate of quty than the 45 per cent
rate applied to washed wools. 3

The amendment to paragraph 364 imposes a duty for wools
upon class 2 (under the present law class 3). The ad valorem
duty proposed is 35 per cent, which is the average of the present
specific rates reduced to equivalent ad valorems now imposed
upon wools in this class. g

Paragraph 365 is stricken out because fully covered by <he
proposed amendment to paragraph 362.

Paragraphs 366 and 367 are stricken out for the same reason.

The amendment to paragraph 368 changes the rate upon top
waste and the other wastes therein designated from 30 cents
per pound to 45 per cent ad valorem. It is thought that these
wastes, being a by-product of manufacture, should not pay a
higher duty than the raw wool.

The amendment to paragraph 369 and the duty therein im-
posed is for the shme reasons as have been stated with refer-
ence to paragraph 368.

The amendment to paragraph 370 strikes out the gpecific duty
of 10 cents per pound and inserts an ad valorem duty of 45 per
cent ad valorem.

The statement made with reference to the amendment to
paragraphs 368 and 369 apply to this amendment.

The amendment to paragraph 371 imposes an ad valorem
duty upon tops of 50 per cent, 45 per cent for the wool and 5

per cent protective duty to cover difference in labor cost at home
and abroad.

Paragraph 372 is not changed.

The amendment to paragraph 373 changes the duty upon
yarns from specific duties to an ad valorem rate of 55 per cent.
This rate is arrived at by allowing 45 per cent as a compen-
satory duty for the wool and 10 per cent ad valorem for the
difference in the cost of manufacture between this country and
abroad. In arriving at this 10 per cent for difference in cost
of production it has been assumed that wages in this country
are 100 per cent higher than abroad, and the 10 per cent ad

‘valorem allowed upon the full value of the yarn gives a pro-

tective duty of 100 per cent upon the labor cost.

The amendment to paragraph 374 is in line 9, by striking
out the words * or in part of wool ” and inserting in lieu thereof
the words “ of wool or of which wool is the component material
of chief value.” This amendment is for the purpose of bringing
within the provisions of Schedule K manufactures containing
wool only if such manufacturers have as their component ma-
terial wool of chief value.

The next amendment to this paragraph strikes out the spe-
cific duties and imposes a duty of 65 per cent ad valorem upon
the manufactures of wool. Here, too, this 65 per cent is made
up of a compensatory duty of 45 per cent upon the material,
which I have shown is 65 per cent of the total value of the
product; and 45 per cent upon the material is therefore equal
to an ad valorem rate of 30 per cent upon the total value of the
produet, In addition, I have allowed 30 per cent of the total
value as a protective duty to cover the difference in the cost of
manufacture in this country and abroad, and, as I have already
shown to the Senate, thig 30 per cent protective duty goes upon
the assumption that the wages in this country are 100 per cent
higher than abroad, and the 30 per cent more than covers this
difference in cost.

Paragraphs 375, 376, 377, 878, and 379 are stricken out, for
the reason that the 65 per cent ad valorem duty provided in
paragraph 874 will cover all of the products mentioned in these
various sections and provide for all of them a compensatory
duty of 45 per cent for the wool and 100 per cent upon the
wage cost. 5

The amendments to paragraphs 380 to 388, inclusive, relate
to carpets of various kinds and substitute for the specific dutles
proposed in the bill an ad valorem duty of 60 per cent.

Here, too, a compensatory duty of 45 per cent is provided
for the wool and 100 per cent for the difference in the cost of
production. To again explain how this is arrived at, it is as-
sumed that 65 per cent of the value of these carpets is for the
material, and 45 per cent ad valorem duty upon this 65 per
cent gives 30 per cent. Therefore, a duty of 30 per cent upon
the total value of the product is egual to a duty of 45 per cent
upon the value of the material. The additional 30 per cent is
to cover the difference in the cost of manufacture here and
abroad, and this 30 per cent upon the total value gives a pro-
tective duty of 100 per cent upon the wage cost.

The effect of these amendments, if adopted, will be to impose
ad valorem duties as follows:

Per cent.
Upon wool of class 1 45
Upon wool of class 2 Lt LEN
Upon tops-_ A 50
Upon yarn-__ e S - b5
O S P e e s S 60
Upon all other manufactures of wool or having wool as component

part of chief value 65

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I ask that the votes by which
these various paragraphs were agreed to be reconsidered for
the purpose of allowing these amendments to be offered and to
be voted upon together.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
unanimous consent.

Mr. ALDRICH. That was my request, that by unanimous
consent that be done.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
Chair hears none.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Now, Mr. President, I will just say
generally that the plan contemplated by these amendments com-
bines classes 1 and 2 in the first class and makes class 3 the
second class. It applies an ad valorem duty of 45 per cent to
what is now classes 1 and 2 of the Dingley law and an ad
valorem duty of 35 per cent to what is now class 3 of the
Dingley law. I speak now of the raw wool. That is a bit
higher than the present ad valorem upon those classes.

Mr, President, I wish to send to the Secretary’s desk and have
read a letter which I received in my mail to-night from Mr,
Edward Moir, the president of the Carded Woolen Manufac-
turers’ Assoclation,

-

That ean only be done by

Is there objection? The
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
tary will read.
The Secretary read as follows:

THE CARDED WOOLEN MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION,
Boston, Mass., June 10, 1909.

Without objection, the Secre-

Hon. RoBeeT M. LA FOLLETTE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Siz: Since early in the year, when tariff revision beeame the
burning question of the hour, we, the carded woolen manufacturers of
the couptry, have in numerous ways made known the changes that were
necessary the wool schedule in order that even-handed justice might
be given the woolgrower, the carded-woolen manufaeturer, the worsied
spinner, and the consuming e,

Our latest appeal is Iin a letier to our Chief Executlve, on whom will
fall the burden of approving or rejecting the bill you are now at work
upon. Thinking that this statement of our grievances may aid you to
appreciate the importance and justice of our demands, we herewith

resent a copy of our letter to P ent where at considerable
ength we show the inequalities of the tariff schedule as affecting wool
and wool goods, and strongly recommend an ad valorem duty on wool
go that a tax on grease and dirt, which are substantially all discounted
in the price paid for wool, may be eliminated from the tariff.

fours, very truly,
Epwarp Morm, President.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do.

Mr. CULBERSON. I simply want to know from the Senator
if I understood him correctly as saying that the amendments
proposed by him provide duties in excess of the existing Dingley
rates?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Obh, no; I said that with respect to the
rates upon raw wool the present rates, figured upon the imports,
are a fraction less, as I make it, than 45 per cent. I fix the
rates at an even 45 per cent in the amendments, which makes it
a fraction more upon raw wool; but these duties, taken through-
out the schedule as I have prepared them, applying ad valorem
rates instead of the present specific rates as compensatory du-
ties, make a reduction upon all of the manufaectures of wool in
conformity with the investigations made by the special agent,
Mr. Clark, which I presented to the Senate last night.

Mr. CULBERSON. But as to raw wool, as I understand,
the amendents propose rates slightly in advance of the Dingley
rates?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. A fraction of a per cent in advance.
The amendments can not be objected to, Mr. President, as a
reduoction upon raw wool; and I might as well say it now as at
any other time that if anybody is to be indulged by continuing
Dingley rates it might as well be the one producer in this
country who rarely gets any direct benefit from a protective
tariff. Outside, perhaps, of the duties upon barley and the
duties upon wool the agriculturist of this country can not be
said to receive anything from the protective tariff except an
indirect, roundabout benefit which he takes from feeding the
people who are employed in the protected manufactures.

Mr. President, I propose to follow the letter of Mr. Moir with
the letter which accompanied the communication whieh I re-
ceived from him, which that association has addressed to the
President of the United States. I ask that the Secretary read
the appeal to the President by this association of the Carded
Woolen Manufacturers’ Association.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Sec-
retary will read.

The Secretary read as follows:

CARDED WOOLEN MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION,
Boston, Mass., Juné 2, 1909,
8r2: We appear before you to-day for the purpose of statlng certain
facts relating to the tariff on wool and wooll’ products, in erder that
ou may know of the serious burdens now resting on the carded woolen
ustry and on the consumer of wool goods.
A TARIFF ON GREASE AND DIRT.

Bchedule K is the same in the Dingley law and in the Payne bill now
before the Senate. Both provide for a specific dugeot 11 cents and 12
cents a pound on wool in the grease. This is first gr!evance to
which we call your attention. Grease wool contains widely varying
proportions of grease and dirt, which is washed out in the first proc-
ess—scouring—and is of no value whatever te the wool manufacturer.
This woecl grease and dirt amounts in many cases to as much as 80
cent of the grease weight of the wool, while on some light-shr g
grades it is much less, as low as 15 per eent.

From this 1)'t:lu will understand how wide is the variation in the duty
on clean wool. With a shrinkage of 80 per cent, a duty of 11 cents per
grease pound is G5 cents per clean pound. With a shrinkage of 20 per
cent, the same 11-cent duty on the grease welght is only 14 cents per
clean pound. The result is that the light-shrinking lets of wool can
be imported at a very low duty, while the tariff on the heavy-shrinking
wools is so high that they can not be imported at all. An application
of the Dingley tariff to 80,000,000 pounds of wool recently sold at
auction at London, Liverpool, Melbourne, and Sydney sho that the
on grease wool

¥
ad valorem equivalent of the Dingley 1l-cent duty
varied from 235 per eent to 733 per cent.
NURSING THE WORSTED TRUST.
The bulk of the wool sulted for our branch of the Industry, carded
woolen manufacturing, is heavy shrinking, while:the wool suited -for
the other branch of the industry, worsted manufacturing, Is light

shrinking. The burden under which we are suffering arises from this
fact, and hence our appeal to the House of Hepresentatives, to the
Senate, and now to you for relief from this injustice. The conditions
we have deseribed result not only in the oppression and ruin of the
carded woolen inclusot%y. dotting the country with idle mills, but also
in special privileges immense value to the worsted-spinning industry,
which is being rapidly concentrated into a few wealthy, prosperous,
and powerful eombinations.
A DELUSION AND A SHAM.

At the same time the wool grower is deprived of the protection con-
templated the Dingley tariff law. That law fixes the duty on
scoured wool at three times the duty on unwashed grease wool ; that is.
at 33 cents a scoured pound for class 1 wool, and 30 cents a scoured
gonnd for class 2 wool. This is on the assumption that it requires

pounds of grease wool to give 1 pound of scoured wool, and this
assumption is further indicated by the Dingley and Payng provision
for compensatory duties on goods, based on the ratio of 4 pounds of
grease wool to 1 pound of finished eloth, allowing for a loss of 25 per
cent in manufacturing.

This legal promise of 33 cents a pound to the woolgrower has proved
in practice te be a delusion and a sham, for the law that gives the
{)romiae of such protection breaks it by allowing the importation of
ight shrinking wool at the ll-cent rate. The protection to the wool-
grower is measured not by the Dingley duty of 33 cents a pound on
scoured wool, but by the equivalent per second pound of the 11-cent
duty on grease wool actually imported, which equivalent runs as low as
14 cents, and in practice rarely exceeds 20 cents. The average shrink-
age of the grease wool imported during the past five years is 40 per
cent, equal to a duty of 18.8 cents per scoured pound.

Thus under this present wool tariff the woolgrowers are deprived of
the expected protection, the carded wool manufaeturers are deprived
of all access to the fo! wool suited to their requirements, while the
worsted spinners enjoy valuable special privileges by being permitted to
impo;t the wool they require at a very low rate of duty per scoured
ponnd. ;

WASHED WOOL PRIVILEGE FOR THE WORSTED SPINNER.

the inequality to which we have just called your attention,
there are other serious abuses in the Dln{fley tariff en wool. First, we
will mention the li:: vision by which wool of the first class, if washed
on the sheep’s back, is subjected to a double duty of 22 cents a pound,
while weol of the second class, if so washed on the sheep’s back, is
admitted at the single rate of 12 cents a pound. The result is that all
wool of the second class is imported in the washed condition in order to
avold the payment of duty on grease and dirt, while the very heavy
wool of the first class can not be imported at all. The diserimination
against one class of people and in favor of another under this arrange-
ment of the tariff arises from the fact that the second-class wool is used
for the manufacture of while the wool adapted for carded
woolen goods is of the first class. We demand the a.bolftitm of this dis-
crimination and special privilege under the law.

SCOURED WOOL DISCRIMINATION AGAINST CARDED WOOLEN MANUFAC-
TURERS.

Ancther ineguality from which we ask relief is that provision of the
Dingley and Payne bills which ma%es the duty on scoured wools three
times the duty on grease wools. This is based on the asumption that 3
pounds of grease woel is uired to yield 1 pound of scoured wool,
whereas a very larﬁe part the world's wool clip shrinks much less
than two-thirds. The result of this inequality is to prohibit the impor-
tation of scoured weol and confine the imports to grease wool shrinking
less than two-thirds. The discrimination against one class of people
and in favor of another under this arrangement of the tariff arises from
the fact that worsted spinners ordinarily buy wool in the grease,
whereas scoured wools are used by the carded woolen manufacturers.
Thus the scoured wool clanse of the Dingley and Payne tariff bills con-
stitutes a burdensome discrimination gfamst the carded woolen manu-
facturers, from which we demand relief,

PARTS OF OXE INDUSTRY.

We desire to ecall your attention to the fact that the ecarded woolen
and worsted branches of wool manufacturing, although distinet in
respect to certain technical processes and grades of material used, still
are eom g branches of trade, because worsted and carded woolen

are used for the same purposes. Consequently these tariff dis-
criminations against the carded woolen industry aid the worsted branch
af the business by injuring the latter’s competitor.

MORE FAVORS FOR THE WORSTED SPINNERS,

Another and very serious defect in the Dingley and Payne bills is
the practically prohibitory *duties on the by-products of wool manu-
facturing. Here, again, we find a diserimination against one class of
Bﬁ e privilege for another, becanse these by-products ecan

: used only by carded woolen manufacturers, while worsted spinne:
although they can not use them, have them for This is one o
the most serious of the tariff abuses from which we ask relief, as the
duties on such by-products vary from 50 to 200 per eent.

The present wool schedule is practically that of 1867, which was
primarily a war-revenue tax; and as all other schedules have been
adjusted to meet changed conditions, thig schedule shounld be redrawn to
meet the changed conditions of woolgrowing and the wants of the manuo-
facturers. Take Ohio wool, for example. The guality of wool grown in
Ohio has changed in quality as well as in guantity. Fine merino was
at one time the staple growth, but in a few years more that quality of
wool will not be grown in Ohio. Much of the wool now grown Te
is from the mutton varlety of sheep, and this wool carries a net pro-
tection of about 20 cents per scoured pound against 33 to 44 cents to
the grower in the West.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY UNDER THE LAW.

We ask for an egual opggrtunitr with all others under the law, in
order that we may enjoy the reward of our labor, skill, and enterprise
in the business in which we are engaged. It is in this capacity of
carded woolen manufacturers that we make our appeal to you. But our
demands should be granted not only in justice to us as carded woolen
manufacturers, but in justice to the consumer of wool goods. We
expressly disclaim any intention of representing here to-day the special
interests of the consumer. We, however, ¢ your attention to the
fact that every. burden on the carded woolen industry that we have

Basclil

mentioned is a burden on consumer of wool whether
undercloth outside clothing, blankets, or other articles made of
wool ; and t the s rlvheges ranted to the worsted branch of

this industry result an increase of these burdens not only on the
carded woolen manufacturers, but also on the consumers in this country,
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AD VALOREM TARIFF THE ONLY COMPLETE REMEDY.

It would not be possible at this time to go into detailed discussion
of the proper remedies foer the abuses to which we have called your
attention.

We will state, however, that it Is our firm belief that the only com-

lete remedy for these Inequalities is a tariff based on value. Specific
sutles based on the sco weight of the wool and graduated on by-
products by classifications according to value, or compound duties
consisting of both specific and ad valorem rates, would give partial
relief. ut if the exigencies of the situation ever lead the Government
to adopt any of these partial remedies, it should not be forgotten that
they are partial, and that the only compléte remedy is in an ad valorem
tar{tr. e protective rate on wool goods is ad valorem, and If this can
be made effective on manufactured goods, there can be no doubt of its
efficiency on the raw material,

INVESTIGATE AND UFROOT ABUSES.

We ask that the tariff on wool and wool goods be thoroughly Investi-
gated and revised. We desire to have the principle of protection main-
tained for all producers, whether of wool, wool goods, or clothing. And
we are as ready to have inequalities corrected in the tariff on wool
goods as in the tariff on raw materials. We are ready to go into the
consideration of the technical details of this problem with you or any-
one you may designate, and to any extent you may desire. We are
ready to do this with representatives of the woolgrowers, worsted manu-
facturers, and of the Government. We suggest such a conference to
the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives. We
have at all times been willing to carry out that suggestion, confident
that the better the truth is known the better will be our chances to gain
an equal opportunity under the law.

EVENHANDED JUSTICE, NO MORE AND NO LESS,

We represent an industry that covers nearly every State In the
Unlon, has over three times as many establishments as has worsted
manufacturing. and a greater number of employees. Under the present
gchedule many woolen mills have been closed, and a continuance of that
schedule means great distress to many mill owners and operatives. We
believed that the platform of the Republican meant an honest
revision of the tariff. On a recent visit to the Finance Committee
we placed the Injustice of the wool duties before it and were told that
whiﬁa we had a grievance the schedule could not be opened. We feel
ant that such treatment should be meted out to us; that the car-

i,
}i?u principles of fair play and evenhanded justice, under which we
are supposed to live, should be cast aside or subordinated to a coalition

of forces that are speclally favored under the Dingley bill. Therefore,
Mr. President, we appeal to you to use your infinence in the proper
quarter, so that this ndusu? may have what it is entitled to under
gur Constitution—evenhan justice, neither more nor less.
Respectfully, yours,
Epwarp MoIn,
President Carded Woolen Manufacturers’ Association.
His Excellency The PRESIDENT,
Washington, D. C.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, from many letters re-
ceived from woolen manufacturers, I offer one which I send to
the Clerk’s desk and ask to have read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read as
requested. .

The Secretary read as follows:

CoOPER UNDERWEAR COMPANY,
Kenosha, Wis., April 23, 1909,
Hon. RopErT M. LA FoLL

ETTE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sir: We have your letter of April 22. We thought we had
made plain in our letter of the 19th where there is a discrimination
against the 1,600 wool manufacturers in favor of the few manufac-
turers of worsteds. The discrimination consists in this: That the duty
on clothing wool and on combing wools is the same, and also because the
duty Is based upon the wool in the grease instead of in the scoured

state,

As explained to you in ours of the 19th, clothing wools used by the
woolen mills are high-shrinkage wools. Wools in that state carry a
large amount of grease and foreign matter, which is scoured out in

clca?inx, but upon which dirt a duty is paid pound for pound with the

wool.

The illustration we gave in ours of the 19th is that worsted and
combing wools shrink even as low as 15 per cent. This 15 per cent of
dirt, of course, pays the 11 cents per pound duty. Upon clo g wools,
however, which are used by the woolen mills, the shrinkage is even as
high as 80 per cent, and on this 80 per cent of dirt 11 cents duty is
assessed an l)aid, which makes the wool pay five times the duty that
it would pay if it was assessed on the scoured pound.

The point we make is this: That the duty should be based on
the scoured pound, so that combing wools and c!oth1n§ wools would
bear the same duty. If not based on the scoured pound then the comb-
ing wools should bear at least three times as much duty. And in many
lnstlxgces it should pay five times as much to bring the two wools to a
parity.

It is a fact that the best of the woolen mills are almost aralyvzed
‘ bg the competition they meet from the worsted mills which E due to

the discrimination, although unintentional, of the two classes of wool
used by the two industries which are using the same rate of duty in
the unscoured state, but which duty should be assessed on the wool
clean, which would put them on an even basis.

To prove what we say regnrdlni; the fact that woolen mills are payin
more duty than the worsted mills you will please look about you an§
nearly every man you meet is wearing a suit of worsted,
few years ago they were all wearing serges, cheviots, and other classes
of woolen fabrics made by the woolen mills.

We trust we have made ourselves clear to yom, if not, we will be
glad to write you again. We certainly assure you that this matter is
a vital question with the woolen mills, and as’stated before there are
10 to 1 worsted mill. The woolen mills are smaller In size, are scat-
tered over the countr{. and can not concentrate their efforts in asking
for justice In the matter of tariff as simply and as easily as can the
ltrini: w%rsted mills, which readily get together and work solidly for

elr ends.

whereas a

Trusting that this matter may receive your consideration, and that
your efforts be effective, and thanking you in advance, we remain,
Very truly, yours,
CoorEr UNDEEWEAR Co.,
Per HENrRY 8. COOPER,
President and Treasurer.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. * I have just this to say in reecapitula-
tion with respect to these amendments. In the first place, they
change the classification of raw wool from three classes to two,
and from specific to ad valorem duties. On the first and second
class wool, which is made class 1 by my amendment, a duty of
45 per cent is imposed. This is practically the duty in the
Dingley law. TUpon the coarse wools embraced in class 3 of the
Dingley law, provided for as class 2 in my amendment, I pro-
vide for an ad valorem duty of 35 per cent, which is practically
the duty of to-day. It is not an increase of the existing duty
upon the imports of the year upon which the table of estimates
is based of more than the smallest fraction of a per cent, due
to the fact that I state the ad valorem in round numbers for
the two classes at 45 and 35 per cent ad valorem.

In reference to the amendments which follow, they simply
carry over into the manufactured product the application of
this ad valorem duty based, however, with respect to the pro-
tective duty and the compensatory duty, upon the investigations
conducted by the government expert, which I submitted last
evening,

There are many reasons for substituting an ad valorem duty
on raw wool for the present specific duty. Without hurting the
producer of raw wool the substitution will benefit the consumer
and help the carded-wool industry in the desperate struggle for
existence to which it is driven by the worsted industry.

While the average duty on raw wool is about 45 per cent, it
is much higher on the coarse heavy-shrinking wools used by
the poor and considerably below that on the finer light-shrinking
wools used by the rich. If a 45 per cent duty on all imported
woolens were imposed, it would accord the same measure of
protection to the farmer as it does to-day, and do away with
the inequality just referred to.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator let me ask him a ques-
tion?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I gather from these letters which the
Senator has had read and that I heard here this afternoon
that there seems to be a conflict between what are called the
“ carded-wool people” and the worsted industry. Do any of
these amendments, while helping the carded-wool people, while
remedying what they think is an injustice, at the same time in-
jure the worsted people in any way?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. They take no duty away from any in-
dustry to which it would be fairly entitled in accordance with
any just standard of protection. It accords to the manufacturer
of worsted cloths, as well as to the manufacturer of woolen
cloths, the measure of duty to which he is fairly entitled, as
shown by the analyses which have been very carefully worked
out by government experts.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I could not understand the objection of
the worsted people to it, except upon one or two possible
grounds. One, that these amendments, or any amendments
which have been offered, might in some way injure them, or
the other one which has been suggested here, that the worsted
people really wanted to see the carded people go out of busi-
ness. But the direct question is whether or not any of these
amendments would do what might reasonably be called any
possible injury to the worsted industry.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; these amendments wounld place
the worsted industry and the woolen industry on an equal
footing.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Would they put it at any disadvantage?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. At no disadvantage whatever. Under
the amendments which I offer the worsted industry would be
given duties to cover the difference in cost of production against
foreign competition.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Or would it give the carded people any
advantage over them?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; it would not. It would place
them wupon an equality with the worsted industry, whereas
they are, under the provisions of the Dingley law, at a very
great disadvantage.

The amendments which I propose would enable the carded-
wool manufacturer to import cheap wool, where to-day the
prohibitive duty compels him to make use of cotton and shoddy.
This would, by no means, displace any of the domestic wools,
since we can only supply to-day 60 per cent of our demand. It
would merely enable the poor people to wear all-wool clothes,
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where to-day they have to content themselves avith shoddy and
cotton.

The position of the carded-wool industry is such as to invite
the earnest attention of Congress. It is the last branch of the
wool induostry which is still accessible to the man with moderate
capital, since it does not require as.complicated machinery or as
expensive a plant as is necessary in the worsted industry.
“With the American Woolen Company in control of about 60
per cent of the output of American woolen cloth, and with the
independent manufacturers of worsted cloth organizing into
-another combination, the carded-wool industry accords the
conly chance for the small manufacturer. Instead of being en-
wcouraged in ‘its struggle for an independent existence, Congress
lends its powerful aid to the trust in helping crush the carded-
wool manufacturer out of existence.

I have already shown how the wool manufacturer is dis-
criminated against through the specific duty on raw wool.
The same diserimination pursues him in the distinction made
‘between wools of the first and second class, those of the first
class being subject to 11 cents per pound ‘if unwashed, twice
that amount if washed, and three times that amount if scoured,
‘while the duty on wools of the second class, which are used by
the worsted manufacturers only, is 12 cents a pound, whether
-washed or unwashed.

To sum up the disadvantage to the carded-wool industry:
First, there is the natural disadvantage of being obliged to use
the heavy shrinking -wools which, under the specific duty, are
ssubject to a much higher rate than the light wools used by the
worsted industry. Second, the mecessity of importing a heavy
avool in the grense under what amounts to a penalty under the

tariff of paying double duties if ‘the wool is imported washed,

svhile the powerful trust, which is already favored by technieal
conditions in the ‘use of lighter wools, is granted an additional
favor by Congress, which generously allows it to pay the same
duty on washed wool as it does on unwashed. But Congress is
not content to leave the small manufacturer with this handicap,
a8 against this powerful ‘trust, and adds another one by impos-
ing an unreasonably high duty which can not be defended on

any ‘grounds of logic or Tact on two products of the worsted in-

dustry, which constitute the raw material of yarn, viz, tops
and noils. Tops are the long wools separated in the process of
combing in the worsted mills, which are used in spinning
worsted yarn. Although they are less advanced in the process
of manufacture than yarn, they are subject to the same duty as
woolen cloth, which is the final produnct of several stages of
‘manufacture, in each of which labor is an important factor.

Ar. President, I do not know, I say, whether it will be pos-
sible to fix the attention of the Senate long enough upon these
different manifestations of injustice to -effect any change in
this legislation.

But, Mr. President, T am going to do as best T can my part
and share to make a record of it, and to get it before the

country, because T am looking forward to a time when we shall

secure a real revision of the tariff—a revision in accordance
with the public interest and public demand; a revision in keep-
ing with the promises of the Republican party.

Such revigion is not provided ‘in this bill, but it will come.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Minnesota ?

Ar. LA FOLLETTE. T do.

Mr, CLAPP. I followed the Senator last evening very care-
fully in his analysis of this guestion and listened very atten-
tively to the reading of the amendments, and I am disposed to
wvote for the amendments. I believe they are calculated to
reach an evil; that, while they leave fhe worsted manufacturer
protected as to foreign competition, they take from the worsted
manufacturer some advantages which to-day he has over the
carded industry.

But I want to say to the Senator here are 24 amendments, T
think, going to this whole subject. I do not believe that anyone,
except those who may have listened very carefully last night
and very carefully to the reading of the amendments, can effi-
ciently apply those amendments to the present system, even
with the eareful statement which the Senator is making at this
time, and with all the explanation which the Senatoreowill be
able to make this evening. If there was any way of bringing
it about—I do not know whether we can—so as to have those
amendments printed, that Senators could take them and com-
pare them with the present law, I believe it wounld be at least
more satisfactory to those of us who are trying to make an
effort to place before the Senate the proposition for a ehange in
this system.

I do not know whether that can be done or not., If it can not
be, T feel very certain that the Senator's amendments are going

to suffer in the wvotes which will be had -upon them by reason of
Senators who might desire to vote for them not seeing their
‘way clear sufficiently to understand them.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I shall be very glad indeed to have
these amendments printed in the Recosp and voted upon to-
gg)rr?w morning, if that will meet with the approval of the

nate.

Mr. CLAPP. I am going to ask unanimous consent that 'the
-amendments may lie over and be printed, .and be ‘acted upon ‘in
the morning.

Mr. ALDRICH. Does the Senator from Minnesota seriously
think that he will have time befween now and to-morrow morn-
ing to master the intricacies of the various amendments?

Mr. CLAPP. The intricacies of these amendments are not as
formidable as they were a few days ago. I think a great many
Senators are beginning to realize that this system which has
stood here for years affer all does not meet the situation. I
believe a great many Benators are beginning to realize that
notwithstanding the legislation sought to have been enacteid
for the sheep grower, somehow the sheep industry in fhis coun-
try has not prespered under the legislation as it ought to have
prospered. I believe that the average Senators, with fhe dis-
cussions we have 'had upon this guestion and with the study
that has been given to the question, will be able, if they could
have the amendments printed so that they could take them.and
compare them line for line wnd page for page, so that they
will know just what change would be effected by ithese pro-
posed amendments—they would be prepared, at least, much
better to-morrow morning than they will 'be prepared to-night
‘to vote upon them.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will say to the ‘Senator from Minne-
sota that there is not anything complicated or formidable at all
about these amendments or about Schedule k.

Mr. CLAPP. It may sound egotistical, but T undertake to
say that we have been led to believe that there is som
mysterious, something incomprehensible in these things that the
ordinary individual is not able even to get a sort of glimmering
idea of, but in the analysis of this guestion in ‘the last few
days that has, to my mind at least, very largely disappeared.

Mr. ALDRICH. T must have misapprehended the suggestion
of the Senator from Minnesota. I understood the Senator from
Minnesota to suggest that the amendments go over dn order that
they might be examined for the purpose of finding out what the
effect of them would ‘be. T understand that now everybody has
arrived at a conclusion.

Mr. OLATP. T submit that that is not a fair criticism upon
what I said.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then I misunderstood the Senator.

Mr., CLAPP. What I said was that if the amendments could
be printed, Benators could then take the amendments and read
them and have them on their desks and compare them with
the bill, whereas to-night in the one or two readings of the
amendments before the Senate it wounld be difficult for Senators
to understanil just the force and scope of the amendments in
their relations to the pending bill. That is what I said.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will state to the Senator from Rhode
Island that when the Senator from Minnesota made the request,
which was not .a very extraordinary reguest, but rather a rea-
sonable .one, the Senator from Rhode Island responded as a
reason for refosing®it, Does the Senator from Minnesota think
that he can master the intricacies of Schedule K and these
amendments by to-morrow morning? Then the Senator from
Minnesota responded that it was not so mysterious, after all.

Mr. ALDRICH. I understood from his last statement that
he had already mastered the mysteries——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. How could he master the mysteries by
hearing 24 amendments read?

Mr. ALDRICH. And that he was ready to vote, ns far as he
was concerned.

Mr. CLAPP. I did say that having paid particular attention
last night to the analysis of this question, and having paid par-
ticular attention to the reading of the amendments, I was pre--
pared, and for one I am prepared now, to vote for these amend-
ments.

But I want to say this, Mr. Presijdent: We are legislating
to-day for a great people, and one thing is absolutely certain,
as was uttered by the Secretary of the Treasury last Saturday
night at Chicago. Either this bill will meet the approval of
the American people or the agitation upon vevision will be
immediately renewed by the American people.

It may be, sir, that when the proposition of the Senator from
Wisconsin comes to be analyzed it ‘is not worth considering;
but when we stand confronted here by a system that has ex-
isted for years, a system that has been passed repeatedly and
passed upon the theory that it was in the interest of the in-
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dustry of America, and when in the face of that assertion and
that legislation we have seen that industry fall far short of
prospering as it should; when we realize the importance and
the market in this land of ours for mutton, as no other market
perhaps in the world, and that coupled with this industry while
the tariff sought to protect and develop the industry, we have
seen the industry fail to prosper as it should prosper, I believe
that, standing here to-night for the American people, we can
well afford to devote even one night's time to the proposition
of printing and placing before the Members of this body the
proposition of the Senator from the State of Wisconsin. It will
not be time entirely lost, even though it should turn out that,
upon an analysis of the proposed amendments, few, if any,
Senators could support them.

This question is worth looking into, because we stand con-
fronted to-night by the undeniable fact that for some reason
the effort in the past to develop the sheep industry of this
country has not succeeded as under all the conditions, with
our climatic conditions and our great population furnishing a
great market for the mutton itself, the industry should have
developed. Somewhere in the system of the past there is a
radical mistake. I do not say, sir, that the Senator from Yis-
censin has found the remedy; but it does seem to me that, in
view of the importance of this question, we can well afford to
let the amendments be printed, so that Senators may have them
on their desks to-morrow morning.

While I am on my feet there is one other thing I want to
say. In an ordinary session of Congress, when one Senator is
busy with the work of his committee and another Senator is
busy with the work of his committee, and the work of a par-
ticular committee does not come to the other Senators in their
respective every-day experience, it is very natural that when a
bill comes in here recommended by a committee, as those who
are not on that committee would not have an oppertunity to
study the question, being engaged with the work of their own
committees, having little opportunity, if any at all, we accept
the report of the committee.

But, Mr. President, I have heard it time and time again that
we must stand by the committee here. I undertake to say that
in this discussion and in this revision of the tariff there is
nothing sacred in the report of this committee. The report of
this committee is entitled to respect only so far as the ex-
perience of its members and the time and study which they
have given to the subject entitles it to receive.

In an extra session, when there is no other committee work,
every Member of the Senate has the same amount of time, the
same opportunity by access to the sources of information, the
hearings before the House committee, that the members of this
committee have. Consequently, instead of accepting the dictum
of a committee, as we so often do when we can not take up
the work outside of our own committees, in this case, when we
are here with nothing else to do but to study this question, I
submit that one man’s investigation, if he possesses the same
ability of investigation, is as goed as another man’s, I for one
do not sobscribe to the doctrine that in an extra session of
Congress, when every Member has the same time to spend and
has access to the same sources of information, that we have to
take the dictum of a committee, especially in a case where it
stands self-confessed that in all the years that have gone, when
with but few exceptions the legislation was designed to build
up and develop a particular industry, we find that industry
languishing under the legislation of past years.

Again I ask the Senate for unanimous consent that the
amendments of the Senator from Wisconsin may lie upon the
table and be printed, and that the matter be taken up on the
assembling of the Senate to-morrow morning.

Mr. ALDRICH obtained the floor.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Will the Senator permit me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Rhode Island yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. ALDRICH. For what purpose does the Senator desire
to interrupt me?

Mr. NEWLANDS., I wish to suggest to the Senator, if he
will permit me, that the consideration of these amendments
and the vote will certainly exhaust this evening. I under-
stand the request of the Senator from Minnesota to be simply
that we postpone the vote until to-morrow morning at 10.30
o'clock. The vote will take only seven minutes and a half; so
it only trespasses upon to-morrow that short space of time in
¥ielding to the suggestion of the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr, ALDRICH. Mr. President, the propositions of the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin are, to my mind, perfectly simple. The
Senator proposes to levy an ad valorem duty upon all classes
of wool of 45 per cent.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Not upon all classes of wool; upon
wools of the first and second class. Let me correct the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr, ALDRICH. Wools of the first and second class. That
is a perfectly simple proposition. The Senator from Wisconsin
estimates that that will increase duties upon first and second
class wools slightly. That is his estimate. It is a perfectly
simple proposition whether that slight increase shall be made
and whether Senators would like to put an ad valorem rate in
place of specifies,

It seems to me there is nothing unreasonable in asking that
a vote be taken upon this proposition. We have had, I do
not know how many, but I should say a score of votes, to-day
in the Senate, yeas and nays, involving all these propositions.

The Senator from Minnesota says that Senators are not
obliged to follow the committee. No member of the committee
has ever made such a suggestion, and I have never seen any in-
dication of a desire on the part of certain Senators to follow
the committee so far, and there certainly has been no fault
found that they have not. They have been exercising their in-
dependent judgment and they have been voting against the com-
mittee, as they have a perfect right to do. There has been no
restraint put upon anybody that I know of to vote with the
committee on any vote in connection with the bill,

Now, we have passed upon these questions to-day by a great
variety of votes, involving, I think, every phase of this subject.
I am quite sure that neither the Senator from Wisconsin neor
the Senator from Minnesota nor the Senator from Indiana ex-
pects the Senate to reverse its deliberate action to-day and
vote for an ad valorem duty on wool. I do not believe there is
a man in this Chamber who has the slightest idea that the
Senate will change its action in this respect and try to impose
an ad valorem dnty on wool.

I do not want to be unreasonable about this business, If we
can get an agreement to take the vote upon the assembling
of the Senate to-morrow without any further discussion, I cer-
tainly will agree to it. I do not want to be unreasonable about
it. I am willing to go on with the free list and spend the time
between now and 11 o'clock in accomplishing something upon
the bill, with the understanding that the vote shall be taken
upon the amendments of the Senator froin Wisconsin mpon
:he ﬁissemhllng of the Senate to-morrow morning at a guarter

o 11.

Mr. KEAN. Without further debate?

Mr. ALDRICH. Without further debate.

Mr, BE IDGE. Mr. President——

Mr. RICH. The Senator from Wisconsin has not yielded
the floor.

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. No; I have not yielded the floor.

Mr. ALDRICH. There is an attempt, I understand, to reach
some agreement.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to make a suggestion to the Sen-
ator as to agreeing to vote immediately upon the assembling
of the Senate to-morrow morning, or in ten or fifteen minutes,
The Senator will at once see that that would not be reasonable
or just to a Senator who wanted to study these amendments
and who would have a guestion or two questions to ask betore
voting upon them. He could not ask them.

Mr. ALDRICH. What time would the Senator suggest?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not know; I am suggesting merely
any time that is reasonable; but the suggestion to vote imme-
diately upon assembling is hardly reasonable.

Mr. ALDRICH. The discussion can go on to-night. I sug-
gest that at 11 o'clock to-morrow morning we take a vote on
the propositions of the Senator from Wisconsin without further
discussion. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacox] also has
certain amendments which he desires to have voted on, and I
should like to include those if we could.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think the Senator from Georgia has
intimated that he wishes to take fifteen or twenty minutes in

_presenting his amendments,

Mr. ALDRICH. I did not mean to cut off the Senator from
Georgia. It would be perfectly agreeable for me to vote at
half past 11 to-morrow meorning upon these propesitions.

Mr, CUMMINS. Mr. President, I understand that there is a
proposition——

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair thought the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin had yielded the floor.

Mr. LA FOLLETTHE. No; I had not yielded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis-
eonsin y-leld to the Senatfor from Iowa?

LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from Iowa, as
I lmve ¥ielded to other Senators.
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Mr. CUMMINS. I understand there is a proposition to vote
at a quarter to 11 in the morning.

Mr. ALDRICH. At half-past 11, T am willing to make it, if
that is satisfactory to the Senate.

Mr. CUMMINS. It depends entirely upon how much time
the Senator from Wisconsin will occupy in submitting his
amendments, I have some observations to make upon this
schedule.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will get through in a very few min-
utes. I will conclude to-night.

Mr. CUMMINS. The observations I desire to make, however,
I would prefer to submit after I have had an opportunity to
read the amendments, and therefore I hope the Senator from
Rhode Island will consent to the suggestion made by the Senator
from Minnesota. I shall not detain the Senate very long upon
the subject.

Mr. ALDRICH. Suppose we say 12 o'clock. I think that
would certainly give sufficient time. I should like to dispose of
this schedule. I certainly have not ecut anybody off from a
reasonable discussion. I am yielding to the suggestions of
Senators. I expected to get a vote on these amendments to-
night. The Senator from Wisconsin expected to get a vote on
the amendments to-night. Both of us expected that. But I
want to be perfectly reasonable about it, and if we can fix some
time, say 12 o’clock to-morrow, that will be agreeable to me.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am entirely willing to agree to vote at 12
o'clock if I ean have fifteen or twenty minutes between half
past 10 and 12,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is not necessary to spend all this
time in higgling over this matter. I believe that the time for
adjournment expires at 11 o'clock.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It does. That is the regular order.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was perfectly willing that the amend-
ments should be disposed of this evening if they could be
disposed of all at one time, because I did not wish to consume
the time of the Senate. I know what will happen to the amend-
ments when they are voted upon perfectly well, no matter how
well they are explained and how perfectly satisfactory they are
to everybody who wants to reform the abuses of Schedule K.
I understand that; and with a view of getting along with this
matter, I submitted to the Senator from Rhode Island that the
vote might be taken upon all of the amendments together, be-
cause when Senators have worked them out as I have they
will find that they are consistent and are based upon a prin-
ciple which starts with an ad valorem duty of 45 per cent or
less on wools which are now known as “ wools of the first and
second class,” and 35 per cent on wools of the third class. It
then applies the compensatory duty and the protective duty ac-
cording to the results of the investigations which have been
made showing what the labor cost and the wage cost is which
should be protected by the duty.

Now, Mr. President, if it is going to be any hardship for
members to vote upon this matter to-night we can get along, I
think, by debating it to 11 o'clock and then voting on it when
we get to it to-morrow. We do not have to bargain and deal
about this business.

Mr. CLAY rose. 3

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will yield in a moment. As far as
I was concerned, I was perfectly willing if I could make it
appear so that Senators could understand it, and there was
not any disposition to debate it further, to have a vote upon it,
and to dispose of it.

I confess that I have held the floor in debating the schedule
on cotton and the schedule on wools, it may be somewhat at
length; but I do not believe that there is anybody who will say
that I have done anything that was not the entire right of a
Senator to do here who in good faith is discussing the measure.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I must yield first to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. CLAY. Go ahead.

Mr. ALDRICH. My desire was to accommodate all the Sen-
ators. As that does not seem to be possible, to the satisfaction
of all Senators, I withdraw the soggestion, and we will go on
with the bill.

Mr. CLAY. I simply desire to ask the Senator from Wiscon-
sin a question. It is a difficult matter to understand 24 amend-
ments. I do not desire to vote on 24 amendments unless I
know what they are. I should like to ask the Senator, taking
the entire amendments, how do they compare with the Dingley
rates and how do they compare with the rates fixed by the
Senate committee’s bill? I understood the Senator from Rhode

Island to state that the rates proposed by the Senator from
Wisconsin are higher than those in the pending bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Applying the ad valorem on the raw
wools it figures out a fraction less than 45 per cent on the aver-
age rate of duties in class 1 and class 2, and in order not to
write into the proposed amendments 44 and a fraction per cent,
I put it at round numbers, 45 per cent. It may be said to be
the slightest fraction of a percentage of increase over existing
duties as measured upon the imports of this year.

But it is fair to say that the proposed amendment on raw
wool is an ad valorem of the same duty as the specific duty in
the existing law. Then, I have carried into the manufactured
goods the same ad valorem to take the place of the specific
compensatory duty, but I base it upon the measure of com-
pensation, which it is shown by the investigations they are
entitled to receive in order to fully compensate for the wool
that actually enters into the cloth. Then for the protective
duty I have carried in the same caleulation based upon the in-
vestigations by the government experts.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President—

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. 1 yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr., BAILEY., I hope the Senator from Wisconsin will go
one step further and say what I know to be the fact, that all
the amendments together make a very substantial reduction
over the rates as fixed in the bill by the Senate committee.

AMr. LA FOLLETTE. They make a much more complete and
thorough reduction than any amendments which have been
offered to the Senate upon this schedule, taken altogether, and
yet do not go one shade below what is a fair protective duty as
ascertained by thoroughgoing investigations of all the indus-
tries covered in Schedule K,

Mr. BAILEY. Therefore it is the Senator's desire, as they
together form a complete system, to have them voted upon at
the same time,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I thought that would be better. I do
not stickle about that. I am perfectly willing to have the first
amendment fixing an ad valorem duty instead of a specific duty
on wool voted upon separately, if that is desired by Senators.

Mr. BAILEY. I will say to the Senator that I myself would
not hesitate to apply an ad valorem duty of 45 per cent as
against a specific duty that amounts to an ad valorem equiva-
lent of 44.52, and that is substantially what it is; yet there
might be Senators who would not want to vote for even a frac-
tion of 1 per cent increase on a particular amendment. There-
fore, a Senator in that frame of mind voting upon all the
amendments together would more than offset this particular
increase by the other and greater decreases.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is true.

Mr. BAILEY. I should like to have the Senator make it
plain in the Recomp that the whole reason for making this
increase of a mere fraction of 1 per cent was simply to make
an ad valorem duty

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In round numbers.

Alr. BAILEY. I do not recall that anybody who ever pre-
pared a tariff bill has followed the ad valorem duties by frac-
tional per cents.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. I do not think that can be found any-
where in the tariff history of the country. I took 45 per cent
as the nearest per cent which could be stated in full numbers
without the fraction, that was all. If I had taken 44 per cent,
it would have been objected to as a reduction upon the duties
on raw wool by Senators who otherwise might be willing to
support the general plan of a reduction along the whole line
involved in all these amendments.

Mr. President, I am going over this matiter as carefuliy as
I can in order to have it well and thoroughly understood.
When interrupted by the question I had just brought again
to the attention of the Sepate the unjust advantage that has
been given to the worsted industry. There has been worked
into this tariff legislation a proposition that they shall have
an unreasonably high duty upon two products of the worsted
industry which constitute the raw material for the woolen in-
dustry, namely, tops and noilg.

I suppose that the Senate understands what constitutes tops.
Some correspondence has been printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp which, upon its face, has the appearance of an influence
exerted by these worsted mills to their great advantage at the
time of the framing of the Dingley law. ¥

Let us get in our minds here to-night just what tops are.
Tops are the long wools which are separated in the process of
combing in the worsted mills, such as the Whitman Mill, for
instance, These long-combing fibers are used in spinning wor-
sted yarns, They are not so much advanced as yarn in the
process of manufacturing, They have not had so much labor
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put upon them, and yet they are subject to the same duty as

the woolen cloth. That does not look reasonable, does it?
That appears to be a sort of carbuncle on this perfect system
of protection on this sacred wool schedule which nobody has
been permitted to lay hands on during all these years. Can
anybody justify that discrimination? I have not heard any
justification for it. Do Senators think that diserimination
should be legislated again into this revision of the tariff by this
Congress? Are Senators willing to go out and defend a new
tariff bill that shall have this same provision in it, which seems
to have gotten its place in the old Dingley law through influ-
ences—as disclosed by the correspondence placed before this
body—that have not been explained, and that, without explana-
tion, on their face do not look just exactly right?

It does seem to me that anyone can defend economically the
proposition that these tops combed out of wool, not made into
yvarn, shall have the same duty as woolen cloth. There ought
to be some explanation of that. That correspondence is a
piece of evidence that points pretty strongly to this worsted in-
dustry having had an undue influence in the making of Sched-
ule K, and it gives pretty sirong support to the claim of these
half-starved woolen mills all over the country that somebody
has made this tariff in favor of this rich and powerful organiza-
tion that has been built up to dominate the wool industry, to
crowd out woolens, and to make the people of the country pur-
chase and wear worsteds instedd.

Now, I say again, although tops are less advanced in the
process of manufacture than yarns, they are subject to the same
duty as woolen cloth, which is the final product of several
stages of manufacture, in each of which labor is a most impor-
tant factor. As a result of this, such concerns like Mr. Whit-
man's Arlington Mills, which makes both tops and yarn, are
able to charge an unfairly high price for the tops to the small
spinning mills and to deprive them of their raw material when-
ever the large spinners choose to do so. The small spinner is
completely at the mercy of the large mills, because the pro-
hibitive duty on tops completely cuts off the foreign supply.

The story of the surreptitious removal of all reference to tops
in the Dingley bill, through manipulation behind closed doors in
the Senate Finance Committee by paid representatives of the
worsted industry, is on record in the hearings of the Ways and
Means Committee (p. 5490-5492), reluctantly admitted by the
chief manipulator of that industry.

Sensational disclosures made at the hearings before the Ways
and Means Committee compelled its chairman to make a specifie
provigion for tops in paragraph 871 of the bill, by which they
were to be subject to the same duty as scoured wool of which
they are made, and 6 cenfs per pound in addition.

That was enough. Such was the opinion of Chairman PAYNE
and of his committee after going into this matter with a great
deal of care. I will not say that the same interest which
wrought this change in the duty in 1897, whicli gave to tops its
special and particular place, has been operating again; but, for
some reason or other, the provision of the Ways and Means
Committee is completely stricken out in the Senate bill and tops,
not being specially mentioned, go back to the place they had in
the Dingley law, and continue to enjoy the protection which is
accorded to woolen cloth.

The average ad valorem duty on raw wool is less than 45
per cent. My amendment proposes a duty of 45 per cent on
wool, which is a little higher than the average, and therefore
can not be assailed on the ground of insufficient protection. It
will have the advantage, however, of doing away with the in-
equalities in the present specific duties on raw wool, which re-
sults in excessive rates on the cheaper grades, and very low
rates on the more expensive grades of wool.

On page 5709 of the hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee Mr. Clark testified that wages make up to 20 to 25
per cent of the cost of the goods, as against 60 per cent for ma-
terial. This agrees with the figures given above.

Mr. Whitman, speaking as the chairman of a committee ap-
pointed by the National Association of Wool Manufacturers, to
disprove Mr. Clark’s figures, makes a statement on page 160 of
the Bulletin of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers
for March, 1909, in which he takes issue with Mr. Clark’s state-
ment that wool makes up 60 per cent of the cost of the goods,
saying that—

The general understanding amon
makes up 50 per cent of the cost o

manufacturers is that the wool
the cloth.

He takes no issue, however, with the other part of Mr. Clark’s
statement as to the proportion of wages to the total cost of the
cloth, apparently because the figures can not be assailed.

Mr. Whitman, as I have just stated, assumes that the material
constitutes 50 per cent of the value of the cloth. Mr. Moir, rep-
resenting the carded-wool industry, estimates the wool as 65

per cent of the value of the cloth. In a statement to the Ways
and Means Committee, which appears on page 5660, Mr, Clark's
estimate quoted above is 60 per cent.

To give the woolen industry the benefit of the doubt, as a pro-
tectionist, I shall take the highest figure again, namely, 65 per
cent. In that case the compensating duty on woolen cloth on
the basis of an ad valorem duty of 45 per cent on raw wool
should be 45 per cent of 65, or 30 per cent.. Although I have
shown the labor cost to be 25 per cent, I shall allow, in order to
be on the safe gide, 30 per cent, and will assume that wages are
100 per cent higher than in England, while Mr. Clark found
them from 17 per cent to 125 per cent. Therefore, I am allowing
the most ample margins in applying the ad valorem dutles to
this woolen schedule.

On the basis of these very liberal assumptions the protective
duty on woolen cloth should be 30 per cent, making a total duty
of 30 per cent and 30 per cent, or 60 per cent ad valorem. Since
allowing 30 per cent for labor and 65 per cent for material, it
leaves 5 per cent of the total cost unaccounted for.

I shall add this 5 per cent also to the duty, making the total
duty 65 per cent ad valorem, which I offer as an amendment for
the present complicated compound duties on various manu-
factures of wool. To enlarge a little on how the rate is ob-
tained, the compensatory duty of 45 per cent on the wool should
be carried through the entire schedule. A piece of cloth valued
at $§1 has in it 65 cents worth of wool. That is allowing all
that Mr. Whitman claims to be material; it is allowing more
than Mr. Clark finds to be material, and allowing all that Mr.
Moir claims to be material.

A piece of cloth valued, as I say, at $1, has in it 65 cents
worth of wool ; the compensatory duty of 45 per cent upon that
65 cents of material is 30 cents when you reduce it to a specific
equivalent.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HeysurN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
Indiana?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. What is the other 60 per cent?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is labor.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, I see.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. All that, overhead charges and every-
thing.

Mr. BEVERIDGH. I see.
material is how much?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. Whitman says that 65 per cent
should be charged up against material.

The compensatory duty of 45 per cent upon this 65 cents is
30 cents, which is the amount of the compensatory duty which
should be paid. Thirty cents is 30 per cent of the value of the
cloth; therefore an ad valorem duty of 80 per cent is equal to
the duty of 45 per cent upon the raw wool.

Next, the labor cost of the material is 30 eents, or 30 per cent
of the total value. Assuming that wages are 100 per cent
higher in this country than abroad, the protective duty, there-
fore, on the one dollar's worth of cloth should be 30 cents, or
30 per cent of the total value.

Therefore we have 30 per cent for the material and 30 per
cent for the labor to be provided for in an ad valorem duty.

The material being 65 per cent of the value and the labor
30 per cent of the value, we have 5 per cent of the value unac-
counted for, but which is really made up of the expense of
manufacture other than labor. I assume that even in this the
cost in this country is 100 per cent greater than abroad. There-
fore, in arriving at 65 per cent as the proper ad valorem duty,
it is made up as follows:

I misunderstood. The whole

Per cent.
M Y L i o e i o e Py Sl 80
Labor 30
Other expense AR b

Making a total of 65 per cent, which more than covers all
proper compensatory and protective duties required.

The proposed rate would do away with the crying ineqguality
of the compound duties which result in much higher rates on
cheaper cloth than the rates on the expensive varieties, as I
have had occasion to demonsirate in the course of my remarks.

Mr. President, I am advised that it is desired on the part of
the Finance Committee to take an adjournment at this time;
and therefore I yield the floor. I ask, Mr. President, that my
amendments may be printed in the Recorp and that they also
be printed and placed upon the desks of Senators to-morrow
morning.
h'l‘he PRESIDING OFFICER.

S0 O 1

[The amendments referred to appear earlier in the course of
Mr, LA FoLLETTE'S remarks.]

In the absence of objection, it
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Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator who has just
yielded the floor [Mr. LA ForLErTE] introduced some matter
earlier in the evening that referred fo the woolgrowers, and
so forth. I have here a telegram just received from the Na-
tional Woolgrowers® Association, and as it contains but a few
lines, I ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection, the
Secretary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

CHEYEXNE, WYo., Juneg 9, 1909.

Gen. CHARLES H. GROSVEXNOR,
Washington, D. O.:

The National Woolgrowers' Association, representing over 500,000
gheep farmers of the United States, requests that you transmit to each
Member of the United States Senate the earnest request that he sup-
port Schedule K duties on wool and woolens, as reported by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. Any revision of these dutles downward will
destroy an industry em?loying more than 3,000,000 hands in growing
and manufacturing wool.

THE NATIONAL#VOOLGROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
GEo. B. WALKER, Becretary.

DEATH OF REV. EDWARD EVERETT HALE.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, it is with deep regret, which I
know is shared by all Senators, that I rise to make formal an-
nouncement of the death of the Chaplain of the Senate, the
Reyv. Edward Everett Hale. I am sure that all Senators who
have known him here during the past six years will feel in his
death the loss of a personal friend and of one whose kindness
has made him beloved, I think, by everybody with whom he has
been brought in contact.

He was a man of great patriotism; and so long as men love
works of the imagination and love their country his famous
story will be read. A brilliant writer, a great preacher; he
was greatest of all, I think, in the unwearied service to which
his long life was given in behalf of humanity. If any man
ever had the right to say to the Recording Angel the words of
Abowr Ben Adhem, “ Write me as one who loves his fellow-men,”
it was he.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, supplementing the ap-
propriate and touching words of the honored Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopee] and voicing the feelings of my own
heart, I beg to submit the following resolution, and ask unani-
mous consent for its present consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
resolution.

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 57) as follows:

SBenate resolution 57.

Resalved, That we have heard with Brofonur] regret and sorrow of
the death of Rev. Edward E. Hale, D. D., late Chaplain of the Senate
of the United States. Doctor Hale's services to literature, philanthropy,
and religlon are known the world over apnd place him in the front
rank of the Nation’s benefactors. The Senate desires in this way to
place on record its appreciation of the distinguished character and
eminent services of this great and good man.

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and
unanimously agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was unanimously agreed to, and (at 10 o'clock
and 50 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Friday, June 11, 1909, at 10.30 o’clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Trurspay, June 10, 1909.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, offered the following
prayer:

Infinite and Eternal Spirit, Father of all souls, above all,
through all, and in us all, humbly and reverently do we bow
in Thy presence, acknowledging with love and gratitude all that
has come down to us out of the past to the uplift, ennobling, and
purifying of mankind ; and we most fervently pray that if there
be any virtue, and if there be any praise, we may cherish
these things in our hearts and strive earnestly as individuals
and as a Nation to live whatsoever things are true, whatsoever
things are honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever things
are pure, whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things are
of good report, that Thy kingdom may come and Thy will be
don2 in earth as it is in heaven.

Our hearts are touched profoundly by the news of the death
of the Rev. Edward Everett Hale, Chaplain of the United
States Senate, who for so long has been a conspicuous figure
in the affairs of our Nation, contributing in kis sermons, in
his writings, in his prayers, in his life to the uplift of man-
kind. God grant to be with the aged wife and the children, that

they may be comforted in the thought of all he has contributed
and left to us, and Thine be the praise forever. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Monday last was read and
approved.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS,
Mr. HusBakp of West Virginia was given leave to withdraw
from the files of the House, without leaving copies, papers in

the case of H. R. Huffman, Sixtieth Congress, no adverse report
having been made thereon.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Leave of absence was granted as follows:

To Mr. SLemP, by unanimous consent, for ten days, on account
of important business.

To Mr. GriesT, indefinitely, because of illness.

To Mr. Foss, on account of illness in his family.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS.

Mr, PAYNE. My, Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Pending that, Mr. Speaker, I ask the
gentleman from New York to withhold his motion for a moment.
I ask unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
resolution which I send to the Clerk’s desk,

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution T4.

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he Is hereby,
directed to transmit to the House of Representatives the following infor-
mation, namely :

The amounts of all appropriations for river and harbor improvements,
with the date of each appropriation and the specific purpose for which
it was made, which apEropr!ations are affected by section 10 of the
act entitled “An act making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of
the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1910, and for other
purposes,” approved March 4, 1909,

Mr. FITZGERALD. If the gentleman from New York will
permit me, I will state the object of this resolution. The sun-
dry civil act approved March 4, 1909, required that all unex-
pended balances of appropriations of a certain character on the
books of the Treasurer on July 1, 1904, which were not ex-
pended or which had not been obligated by contract, should be
covered into the general fund. It is now asserted that this may
seriously affect a number of appropriations which have been
made for river and harbor improvements,

The War Department claims that there are some appropria-
tions more than five years old for river and harbor improve-
ments which have not yet been obligated by contract. A re-
quest has been made that section 10 of the sundry civil act
passed in the last session be amended so as to eliminate from
its operations certain appropriations for river and harbor im-
provement. It seems to me that the Members of the House
should know if there are appropriations more than five years
old for river and harbor improvements for which no contracts
have yet been made, and the information is necessary also in
order to determine whether this act should be amended to ex:
empt appropriations of this character. Every Member of the
House who is interested in river and harbor improvements
should be glad to know whether appropriations made for such
purpose prior to July 1, 1904, have been lying idle in the Treas-
ury more than five years without even a contract having been
made for their expenditure.

Mr. ALEXANDER of New York. Mr. Speaker, I think the
resolution a very proper one. The information has already
been compiled by the Chief of Engineers, who has furnished it
to some of us, including the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, for the purpose outlined by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FITZGERALD].

Mr, PARKER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from
New York, before he takes his seat, whether this information is
in the hands of the Secretary of the Treasury or in the hands
of the Board of Engineers?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I was in some doubt as to whether the
Secretary of the Treasury or the Secretary of War should be
asked for this information, but the provisions of the ect require
the Secretary of the Treasury fo cover the money into the Treas-
ury, and I have no doubt that if he be asked for the informa-
tion he will obtain it, even if he has to consult the Department
of War.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none. The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr., PAYNE. Mr, Speaker, I renew my motion that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 12 o'clock
g:dl%mlnutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday, June
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